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An  assertion  constantly  repeated  without  con- 
tradiction, though  it  may  be  unsupported  by  evi- 
dence, yet  does,  nevertheless,  take  firm  hold  of  the 
mind ;  like  the  ceaseless  action  of  water,  it  im- 
perceptibly wears  away  all  opposition ;  and  men 
mistake  familiarity  with  a  name  for  intimacy  with 
facts,  properties,  or  ideas,  as  the  case  may  be.  In 
like  manner,  a  supposition  which  has  long  been 
received,  for  that  very  reason  alone,  will  be  deeply 
rooted  in  our  belief;  and  an  attempt  to  establish  a 
contrary  position  wiU  scarcely  meet  with  many  un- 
prejudiced  hearers.  "  It  is  a  piece  of  rare  good 
fortune,''  says  Emesti,  "  to  meet  with  one  who  is 
willing  to  give  up  his  preconceived  notions,  and 
who  has  the  will,  or  even  the  courage,  to  admit  the 
opinions  of  others ;  I,  therefore,"  continues  he,  "  do 
not  hope  for  such  a  result  in  many  cases,  and 
should  wonder  extremely  were  it  to  happen  to  me 
any  more  than  it  has  to  others.'*  I,  unfortunately,  Erne8ti,Bib.crit. 
can  appropriate  this  language  in  its  full  force,  for 
my  doubts  begin  at  that  point  of  ancient  history 
which  all  others  have  assumed  as  established. 

But   that  the   common   method  of  reconciling 
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Scriptural  and  profane  history  should  be  supposed 
satisfactory,  can  be  attributed,  I  think,  only  to  its 
having  been  so  long  suflTered,  in  a  kind  of  misty 
indistinctness,  to  settle  upon  and  corrode  the  mind. 
I  am  convinced  that,  were  it  first  to  be  presented  to 
the  intellect  when  the  reflective  powers  are  in  exer- 
cise,  rather  than  drilled  into  the  apprehension  at 
the  age  when  facts  and  fables  are  received  indiscri- 
minately, it  would  be  as  universally  disputed  as  it  is 
now  undoubtedly  received. 

Suppose,  by  way  of  illustration,  that  the  his- 
torical writers  of  France  and  England,  in  professing 
to  give  certain  parts  of  English  history,  mentioned 
a  portion  commencing  and  concluding  with  two 
kings  of  the  name  of  William,  an  Anne  and  three 
Georges  intervening,  that  in  one  of  these  histories 
the  reign  of  one  other  king  is  implied,  but  his  name 
not  mentioned,  whereas,  in  the  other  history,  we 
find  the  name  of  a  fourth  George  ;  that  the  names 
in  both  histories  occur  in  the  same  order,  the  first- 
mentioned  William  in  each  history  coming  to  the 
throne  by  the  prince  of  the  former  dynasty  being 
deposed,  the  national  faith  being  greatly  modified, 
and  laws  for  the  preservation  of  the  principles  in- 
strumental  in  bringing  .ie  rfore^d  WilUam  to 
the  throne  being  enacted  by  him ;  and  that  the 
second  of  these  Williams  did,  moreover,  according 
to  both  histories,  break  down  these  exclusive  laws. 
That,  notwithstanding  this  similarity,  some  discre» 
pancy  in  the  account  of  one  Prince  Leopold  ex- 
isted, the  English  historians  declaring  him  to  be 
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heir  to  the  throne  of  Britain,  while  the  French 
maintained  that  he  was  king  of  some  small  country 
dependent  upon  France;  surely  this  dissimilarity 
would  not  he  sufficient  to  set  aside  the  general 
identity. 

However,  suppose  one  to  hroach  the  opinion 
that  these  histories  did  not  refer  to  the  same 
period,  and  that,  in  maintaining  his  hypothesis,  he 
was  necessitated  to  use  such  language  as  the  follow- 
ing :  — "  It  is  true  that  in  each  history  the  first 
William  comes  to  the  throne  as  the  first  of  his 
dynasty,  hut  the  proper  name  of  the  William  in  one 
history  is  James,  and  he  did  not  depose  the  former 
prince,  hut  came  in  peaceably  as  the  next  heir,  and 
thus  he  established  the  laws  of  Scotland  in  England, 
and  so  the  two  kingdoms  of  England  and  Scotland 
were  united;  it  must  be  admitted  that,  according  to 
this  arrangement,  *  the  confusion  of  names  is  em- 
barrassing ; '  but  then,  we  must  observe,  that  Wil- 
Uam,  in  the  English  language,  appears  similar  to 
the  Pharaohs  of  Egypt  or  the  Caesars  of  Rome,  for 
we  find  that  the  founder  of  the  English  monarchy 
was  William  the  Conqueror,  and  after  him  was  a 
William  Rufus,  like  Pharaoh  Hophra  or  Pharaoh 
Necho.  So  with  respect  to  the  Georges.  This 
was  a  name  given  probably  in  relation  to  the  patron 
saint  of  the  country,  and  these  kings  took  the  title 
in  consequence  of  the  series  of  victories  gained,  as 
they  supposed,  under  his  auspices  during  those 
reigns.  This  happy  conjecture  has  been  confirmed 
by  a  gold  coin  of  that  period  having  been  dis- 
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covered,  on  one  side  of  which  is  the  head  of  a 
George,  and,  on  the  reverse,  the  representation  of 
the  patron  saint  overcoming  a  huge  dragon. 

"To  revert, however,  to  the  names.  The  two  suc- 
cessors of  James  had  the  name  of  Charles ;  and  this, 
by  the  way,  shews  the  error  of  the  ancient  historians 
in  sajdng  the  sovereigns  were  first  coined  during  the 
reign  of  one  of  the  later  Georges.  The  very  name 
denotes  that  they  might  have  been  coined  by  any 
king  ;  and,  as  these  Charleses  were  also  called 
Georges,  it  is  most  probable  that  the  sovereigns 
were  first  coined  to  commemorate  the  restoration  of 
sovereign  power  in  the  second  Charles.  The 
usurper  James  is  not  mentioned  ;  the  second  Wil- 
liam  in  one  list  corresponds  with  the  first-mentioned 
William  in  the  other ;  the  account  of  Anne  is  in  the 
wrong  place  in  the  history,  notwithstanding  some 
plausible  arguments  from  the  texture  of  the  history 
advanced  in  its  favour ;  lastly,  the  third-mentioned 
George  is  the  one  whom  we  call  George  the  First.'* 
Now,  absurd  as  this  appears,  it  has  its  counter- 
part in  the  present  adaptation  of  the  Scripture 
account  of  the  kings  of  Persia  to  the  received  view 
of  that  history.  In  the  Scripture  we  find  the  names 
of  seven  Persian  kings,  six  of  which  are  the  same, 
and  occur  in  the  same  order,  as  is  found  in  the 
received  view  of  Persian  history.  Yet  this  is  not 
taken  as  the  point  of  contact  between  the  two 
histories.  But  Darius,  we  are  told,  is  a  Persian 
""^S-Sflvo  ^^^^  iroxa  Dara,  denoting  a  prince ;  thus,  Darius, 
like  Pharaoh,  is  a  general  name  for  the  kings  of 
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Persia.      So  Darius  the   Median  is  Astyages  or 
Cyaxares  the  Second;  he  came  to  the  throne  as J»im. Arch. Bib. 
next  heir  to  Selshazzar,  who  was  slain  hy  some 
conspirators  at  a  feast  j  thus  the  laws  of  the  Medes  H»iet. 
and  Persians  were  established  at  Babylon.     This 
Cyaxares  was  the  first  person  who  established  a 
system  of  taxation  ;    Strabo,  therefore,  is  in  error 
when,   on  the   authority  of  Polycritus,  he  makes  ^^j^;»**>- 
Darius  Hystaspes  the  author  of  this  mode  of  raising 
revenue.     Herodotus  also  erroneously  attributes  the 
first  coinage  of  darics  to  Darius  Hystaspes.     It  was 
a  more  ancient  king  of  that  name.  sir  j.  Newton. 

It  must  be  admitted  that,  according  to  this  ar- 
rangement, "  the  confusion  of  names  is  embarrassing, 
the  royal  title  Ahasuerus  is  applied  to  Xerxes,  Ezra, 
iv.  6 ;  to  Artaxerxes  Longimanus,  Esther,  i.  1 ;  and 
to  Astyages  the  father  of  Cyaxares,  or  Darius  the 
Mode,  Daniel,  ix.  1."     The  Ma^^ian  usurper  is  not  Haies,  voi.  ii. 
mentioned.    The  first-mentioned  Artaxerxes  denotes 
Cambyses,  for  the  word  simply  means  a  great  warrior, 
and  so  is  applicable  to  any  of  these  kings.     The  se- 
cond-mentioned Artaxerxes,  is  Artaxerxes  the  First. 
The  second-mentioned  Darius,  is  Darius  the  First  \ 
and,  though  Artaxerxes  be  mentioned  before  him, 
Ezra,  iv.  7j  24,  we  must  remove  that  difficulty  by  Howea,  luies. 
supposing  rather  a  harsh  parenthesis.     We  must 
not  conceive  that  "the  angel  spake  precisely'*  in 
the  ninth  of  Daniel ;  and,  as  to  the  mention  of  the  Pembie. 
seventy  years  in  Zechariah,  we  can  only  suppose  it 
"an   unfortunate   coincidence.**     It  is   a  mistake,  Layman, 
moreover,  to  think  that  Mordecai  went  into  cap- 
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tivity;  for,  though  the  language  of  Esther  does 
seem  to  imply  that  he  did,  and  although  ail 
ancient  Jewish  historians  say  that  Kish  was  the 
father  of  Saul,  yet  we  must  admit,  that  Kish  was 
the  captive,  hecause  from  the  extent  of  dominion 
attributed  to  Ahasuerus,  it  is  impossible  that  the 
history  of  Esther  could  have  been  so  early  as  the 
Captivity. 

These  few  instances  will  shew  that  my  parallel 
is  not  exaggerated.  There  are  two  Williams,  whose 
names,  as  well  as  the  relative  bearing  of  their 
reigns,  are  changed ;  so  in  like  manner  two  kings 
of  the  name  of  Artaxerxes  are  treated.  To  the 
three  of  the  name  of  George,  the  three  of  the  name 
of  Darius  correspond;  and,  if  I  have  said  that 
these  were  royal  titles  rather  than  individual  de- 
signations, the  same  is  said  of  Cyrus,  Darius, 
Xerxes,  and  Artaxerxes.  If  I  have  said,  the 
history  of  Anne  was  in  the  wrong  place,  the  same  is 
affirmed  of  Artaxerxes.  If,  to  establish  my  parallel, 
it  would  be  necessary  to  do  violence  to  the  histories 
most  nearly  contemporary,  such  is  the  case  with 
regard  to  Scripture,  Strabo,  and  Herodotus. 

Then,  why  are  we  not  shocked  with  this  violent 
wresting  of  the  sacred  text  ?  Is  it  not  because  we 
are  familiarised  with  the  reiterated  statement,  or 
that,  despairing  of  any  thing  more  rational,  we  sink 
into  indiflFerence  ? 

Nor  are  profane  historians  treated  with  more 
justice  than  the  Scripture. 

The   Coresch   of  Scripture   is   assumed  to  be 
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Cyrus,  the  founder  of  the  Persian  monarchy ;  in 
adapting  the  Scripture  in  accordance  with  this 
view,  we  have  our  choice  between  the  histories  of 
Herodotus  and  Xenophon. 

The  history  of  Cyrus,  as  recorded  in  the  Cyro- 
psedia,  is  essentially  different  from  the  account 
given  by  Herodotus ;  it  is  not  the  discrepancy 
which  might  arise  from  one  historian  mentioning 
a  fact  which  the  other  omits  to  record;   but  the 

« 

whole  machinery  of  the  story  in  Herodotus  turns 
upon  the  fact  of  Astyages  having  no  son ;  and  the 
machinery  of  the  Cyropsedia  as  essentially  depends 
upon  the  existence  of  Cyaxares,  son  of  Astyages, 
and  uncle  to  Cyrus. 

We  are  then  called  upon  to  make  our  choice 
between  these  two  authorities ;  one  contradicts  the 
other ;  so,  in  admitting  the  one,  we  reject  the 
other. 

Now,  though  it  be  admitted  that  the  Cyropsedia 
has  more  the  air  of  fable  than  even  the  history  of 
Herodotus,  and  though,  by  both  ancients  and 
modems,  its  historical  authority  has  been  rejected, 
yet  it  being  supposed  more  practicable  to  reconcile 
the  sacred  record  with  Xenophon  than  with  He- 
rodotus, the  testimony  of  the  former  is  received, 
and  Cyaxares  the  Second,  who  apparently  is  intro- 
duced as  a  foil  to  the  hero  of  the  tale,  is  made  a 
real  personage,  and  identified  with  Darius  the 
Mede. 

But  Xenophon  being  preferred,  we  must  abide 
by  his  authority.     What  then  is  the  agreement? 
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Scripture  says  Darius  the  Mede  took  Babylon ;  and 
whilst  there,  he  personally  settled  the  internal  ar- 
rangements of  the  kingdom.  Xenophon  says  that 
Cyaxares  did  not  take  Babylon,  nor  was  he  there, 
but  in  Media,  after  the  conquest.  Xenophon  says 
that  Cyrus  took  Babylon;  Scripture  does  not  say 
that  Cyrus  took  Babylon,  and  it  is  impossible  to 
account  for,  not  the  silence  of  Daniel,  but  his 
testimony  by  implication  to  the  contrary  effect,  had 
the  capture  by  Darius  been  the  fulfilment  of  the 
prophecy  of  Isaiah. 

So  far  there  is  no  agreement  in  history,  nor  is 
the  chronology  which  is  adopted  more  in  accord- 
ance. Following  the  Astronomical  Canon,  or  the 
assertion  of  Eusebius,  Cyrus  is  made  to  reign  seven 
years  in  Babylon;  but,  according  to  Xenophon, 
Cyrus  took  Babylon  before  he  began  to  reign  either 
in  Media  or  Persia.  Therefore,  if  we  follow  Xeno- 
phon, we  must  adopt  the  Ecclesiastical  Canon, 
which  seems  to  have  been  constructed  with  a  view 
to  this  history,  and  which,  therefore,  gives  thirty- 
one  years  to  Cyrus  over  Babylon. 

But  then  we  shall  be  told  that,  according  to 
Herodotus,  Babylon  was  taken  much  later  in  the 
career  of  Cyrus.  What  then  becomes  of  the  testi- 
mony of  Xenophon?  Cyaxares  the  Second  is  no 
longer  a  real,  but  an  ideal  personage,  introduced  as 
necessary  to  elicit  certain  virtues  in  the  character  of 
Cyrus ;  and  this,  I  suppose,  is  the  judgment  of  most 
unprejudiced  persons  in  reading  the  Cyropsedia. 

But  giving  the  Scripture  all  the  support  which 
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it  can  receive  from  identifying  Darius  the  Mede 
with  the  Apocryphal  Cyaxares,  and  yet  receiving 
the  authority  of  Herodotus,  we  learn  that  the  first 
time  Babylon  was  taken  was  by  Cyrus.  But  Ba- 
bylon was  taken  by  Nabopolassar,  and  in  the  very 
way  that  Cyrus  is  said  to  have  captured  it ;  for 
Nebuchadnezzar  so  fortified  that  city,  that  it  should 
not  again  be  taken  by  the  turning  of  the  river;  as  Bero88U8.iiicory. 
then  clearly  Nabopolassar  did  not  take  Babylon 
after  Cyrus  had  taken  it ;  if  the  first  capture  was 
by  Cyrus,  it  must  have  been  identical  with  the 
capture  by  Nabopolassar.  Herodotus  says  the 
second  capture  of  Babylon  was  by  Darius.  Accord- 
ing to  the  received  view  of  Scripture,  the  first 
capture  of  Babylon  was  by  Darius. 

So  far  then  I  think  I  may  say  the  evidence 
is  not  legitimate.  Xenophon  is  first  used  on  ac- 
count of  his  creating  a  person  to  be  identified  with 
Darius  the  Mede,  and  then  Xenophon  is  contra- 
dicted by  what  Scripture  says  of  Darius  the  Mede  ; 
Herodotus  is  rejected  in  the  early  history  of  Cyrus ; 
but,  as  Babylon  was  taken  by  Darius,  when  he  was 
sixty-two  years  of  age,  Xenophon  must  be  rejected 
who  makes  the  taking  of  Babylon  by  Cyrus  before 
he  reigned  over  either  Media  or  Persia ;  and 
Herodotus  must  be  used  to  countenance  the  taking 
of  Babylon  by  Cyrus  in  the  latter  part  of  his  reign, 
although  in  conjunction  with  a  king  whose  existence 
Herodotus  denies.  If  we  turn  to  Berossus  and  Me- 
gasthenes,  their  testimony  is  not  more  in  accord- 
ance.    When  Darius  the  Mede  took  the  kingdom, 
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Belshazzar  was  slain  (Dan.  v.  30,  31).  When 
Cyrus  took  Babylon,  Nabonnedus  the  king  was  not 
killed,  but  made  Satrap  of  Carmania  (Berossus  in 
Cory^  p.  42 ;  Megasthenes  in  Cory^  p.  45). 

Such  is  the  evidence  for  the  received  points  of 
contact  between  sacred  and  profane  history-  I  will 
proceed  to  examine  how  it  harmonises  events  before 
and  after  the  termination  of  the  Captivity. 

The  first  year  of  Cyrus  over  Babylon  is  sup- 
posed to  have  been  about  b.c.  536.  The  prayer  of 
Daniel,  ch.  ix.  was  about  two  years  before,  and 
then  the  seventy  years'  desolations  were  drawing  to 
a  close.  The  desolations  commenced  when  the 
temple  was  burned,  and  the  captivity  of  Jeconiah 
commenced  eleven  years  before,  or  circ.  b.c.  6l6, 
at  which  time  Mordecai  went  into  captivity.  It  is 
generally  admitted  that  the  history  of  Esther  belongs 
to  the  reign  either  of  Xerxes  or  Artaxerxes.  Philo 
and  Josephus  say  that  Ahasuerus  was  Artaxerxes ; 
he  could  have  been  no  king  prior  to  Xerxes, 
because  it  was  not  till  the  close  of  the  reign  of 
Darius  Hystaspes,  that  the  Persian  empire  ex- 
tended to  India.  We  will  then  take  the  reign  of 
Xerxes  as  the  most  favourable  supposition,  and  his 
seventh  year  was  b.c.  479.  So  Mordecai  was  137 
when  his  young  and  beautiful  cousin  was  taken  to 
Ahasuerus.  Some  years  after  he  was  sufficiently 
active  to  take  upon  himself  the  administration  of 
the  aflFairs  of  that  mighty  empire. 

Herodotus  tells  us,  that  before  the  overthrow  of 
Amosis  by  Cambyses,  Egypt  had  enjoyed  the  greatest 
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prosperity  for  forty  years ;  but  this  was  the  very 
time  that  Scripture  tells  us  Nebuchadnezzar  was  to 
make  Egypt  utterly  desolate.  Therefore,  according 
to  history,  Egypt  was  in  the  greatest  prosperity, 
when,  according  to  prophecv,  it  should  have  been 
in  the  greatest  adversity. 

Such  is  the  agreement  before  the  termination  of 
the  Captivity;  the  chronological  marks  which  we 
gain  either  from  prophecy  or  history,  relative  to  the 
times  since  the  Captivity,  are  not  more  harmonious. 

Gabriel  tells  Daniel,  that  at  the  time  of  his 
supplication  the  command  went  forth,  which  he 
came  to  shew.  This  command  was  with  regard 
to  the  cutting  off  of  Messiah,  and  the  destruction 
of  Jerusalem  by  Titus.  But  the  time  of  Daniel's 
prayer  was,  according  to  the  received  scheme, 
B.C.  538,  about  535  years  before  the  supposed  date 
of  Messiah's  birth,  about  570  before  his  death,  and 
upwards  of  six  centuries  before  the  destruction  of 
Jerusalem,  yet  the  chronological  prophecy  of  the 
seventy  weeks  admits  of  only  494  years  to  the 
latest  of  these  events. 

The  other  chronological  marks  of  this  period 
shew  the  same  discrepance.  The  fourteen  genera- 
tions from  the  Captivity  to  Messiah  average  forty 
years  to  a  generation  instead  of  33^,  which  is  the 
regular  number  proved  by  experience  from  the 
times  of  Herodotus ;  which  is,  moreover,  the  pro- 
portion from  David  to  the  Captivity,  counting, 
according  to  the  Evangelist,  fourteen  generations. 
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and  which  is  the  average  the  dates,  according  to  my 
view,  give  between  the  Captivity  and  Messiah. 

The  Temple  was  burned  circ.  b.c.  606.  Haggai, 
in  the  second  year  of  Darius  Hystaspes,  calls  upon 
those  who  remembered  that  temple  to  compare  with 
it  the  temple  which  they  were  then  erecting.  If 
those  who  remembered  the  former  temple  were  at 
that  time  about  twelve  years  old,  and  they  could  not 
have  been  much  less,  they  were  ninety-eight  when 
Haggai  appealed  to  them.  This  it  may  be  said  is 
within  the  verge  of  possibility.  I  will  give  another 
instance  which  certainly  is  not. 

Half  of  those  who  went  to  Jerusalem  in  the  first 
year  of  Cyrus,  b.c.  5369  entered  into  covenant  in 
the  twentieth  of  Artaxerxes,  b.c  445,  ninety-one 
years  after  they  had  come  from  Babylon.  The 
chronological  difficulties  of  the  received  view  must 
be  confessed  to  be  considerable. 

The  strange  perversion  of  names  is  also  a 
difficulty. 

Darius  the  Mede  is  said  to  be  the  same  in- 
dividual as  Darius,  son  of  Ahasuerus.  This  is 
necessary  in  order  to  fix  the  capture  of  Babylon  at 
the  close  of  the  seventy  years,  and  thus  to  connect 
with  it  the  decree  of  Coresch  for  the  return  of  the 
Jews.  This  Darius,  son  of  Ahasuerus,  is  thus 
identified  with  Cyaxares,  son  of  Astyages ;  but 
what  a  confusion  of  names  have  we  here !  Darius 
is  Cyaxares,  and  Ahasuerus  is  Astyages.  But  it  is 
not  simply  a  confusion,  it  is  a  violent  perversion. 
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Darius  is  a  name  known  to  both  the  Greek  and 
Hebrew  writers ;  that  is  to  say,  Darius  is  admitted 
to  be  the  Greek  expression  of  Dariavesh,  and  Axares 
is  the  Greek  expression  of  Ahasuerus,  or  Ahash- 
verosh,  with  the  Persian  Kai  prefixed ;  so  that  to 
the  son  we  give  the  distinguishing  name  of  his 
father,  and  on  the  father  we  as  arbitrarily  confer  the 
name  of  his  father.  And  what  is  the  authority  for 
this?  The  doubtful  identification  of  Darius  the 
Mede  with  the  apocryphal  Cyaxares. 

The  other  changes  are  no  less  arbitrary.  Aha- 
suerus, which  has  its  known  counterpart  in  Greek, 
is  turned  into  Cambyses,  and  Artaxexes,  equally  a 
known  name,  is  identified  with  Smerdis  who  reigned 
only  seven  months ;  yet  messengers  are  sent  to  his 
court  from  Samaria,  and  his  decree  for  stopping  the 
building  of  the  Temple  is  sent  back  and  enforced. 
But  to  know  in  Judea  that  Smerdis  was  king,  and 
to  send  an  embassv  to  him  would  take  more  than 
seven  months  ;  so  that,  not  only  is  there  an  arbitrary 
change  of  the  name,  but  the  circumstances  are 
improbable. 

By  this  means  the  second  Darius  in  Scripture  is 
made  Darius  the  First,  the  second  Artaxerxes  be- 
comes Artaxerxes  the  First,  and  the  third  Darius 
is  identified  with  Darius  the  Second,  though  Jaddua, 
who  was  high-priest  in  his  reign,  met  Alexander  at 
Jerusalem.  Nothus  having  died  in  b.c.  404,  and 
Codomanus,  having  been  overthrown  in  b.c.  331, 
Jaddua  must  have  been  high-priest  between  seventy- 
five  and  eighty  years. 
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These  difficulties  appear  to  me  formidable ;  for, 
according  to  the  received  view,  Scripture  is  made 
to  contradict  Herodotus,  Xenophon,  Berossus, 
Megasthenes,  and  even  the  Scripture  itself. 


CORRECTIONS. 


Page  39,  note,  line  4  from  bottom,  for  Ant.  iii.  12, 13,  read  Ant.  iii.  12,  3. 
Same  line,  for  de  Cantatet  read  de  Caritate, 

—  52,  line  16  from  top,  dele  *'. 

—  90,  line  9  from  bottom,  after  Darius  the  Second^  insert  whom  I  have 

identified  with  the. 

—  122,  line  10  from  bottom,  margin,  for  Hosheay  read  Hosea. 

—  129,  line  6  from  top,  I  have  said  too  positively  that  Diodorus  Sicnlns 

attributes  the  hanging  gardens  to  a  king  of  the  name  of  Cyrus. 
The  printed  text,  in  all  the  editions,  has  Sims,  or  a  certain 
Syrian f  but  Pliny,  lib.  xix.  ch.  4,  read  Cyrus ;  and  Booth  must 
have  found  Cyrus  in  the  ttet  he  used. 

—  222,  line  7  from  top,  margin,  for  Almegesh^  read  Almagest 

—  235,  line  11  from  top,  dele  *. 

—  240,  line  2  from  bottom,  add  in  margin,  Dan.  v.  31,  Juxta,  Ixx.  Rome, 

1771. 

—  275,  line  13  from  bottom,  for  Astronomical  read  Ecclesiastical. 

—  278,  line  21  from  top,  for  this  is  close  read  this  is  a  dose. 

—  300,  line  14  from  top,  leave  out  JTenophon. 

line  15  suppress  the  remainder  of  the  sentence  after  inferencCf  and 
read  but  the  other  two  expressly  limit  the  reign  qf  Cyrus  in 
Babylon  to  nine  years. 

—  357,  line  9  from  top,  for  pr^udicial  resid  pr(>fudiced. 

—  394,  line  10  from  top,  for  revelant  read  relevant. 
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TIMES    OF    DANIEL, 


CHAPTER  I. 

INTRODUCTORY  REMARKS. 


In  his  life  of  Solon,  Plutarch  makes  mention  of  tbeuneeruint^in 

_  ,      _  ,      _  ,  ancient  chrwio- 

conflicting  opinions  entertained  in  his  day  with  regard  to  io87- 
chronology.     It  can  hardly  be  supposed  that  all  uncer- 
tainty is  removed  by  the  greater  interval  of  time,  or  that 
all  obscurity  is  dissipated  solely  by  the  loss  of  conflicting 
histories. 

Nevertheless,  we  have  some  means  of  information,  if 
known,  not  used  by  the  ancients.  What  in  those  days 
were  omens  to  the  superstitious  are  now  indications  to 
the  scientific;  what  was  used  only  by  the  designing  to 
work  on  the  credulous  may  now  be  applied  by  the 
discerning  to  establish  the  truth. 

The  use  of  technical  chronology,  however,  is  limited.  Technical  chro- 

nology  limited. 

It  does  not  make  us  acquainted  with  historical  facts ;  it 
can  only  fix  the  dates  of  events,  of  which  we  must  learn 
the  occurrence  from  other  sources,  that  is  history,  either 
sacred  or  profane. 

By  taking  profane  history,  which  is  full  of  doubt,  for  ^~h^^iS7 
our  basis,  and  by   the  injudicious  application  of  that  S^'JftlJ!^ 
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chaptol     which  is  in  itself  infallible,  we  may  confirm  ourselves  in 
what  is  false,  rather  than  correct  the  confusion. 

We  derive  scriptural  revelation  from  the  same  un- 
erring Mind  which  has  fixed  the  sun  and  moon  for  signs 
and  seasons.  These,  then,  are  equally  the  language  of 
inspiration.  The  testimonies  of  the  Lord  are  no  less  sure 
than  the  voice  of  the  firmament. 
Sacred  hUtory  It  sccms  to  foUow  that  Scripturc,  Icss  limited  than 

properbMls.  ^ 

technical,  less  uncertain  than  profane  chronology,  should 
be  regarded  as  the  basis  on  which  a  sound  system  should 
be  erected,  and  that,  by  a  due  application  of  the  prin- 
ciples and  results  of  technical  chronology,  profane  history 
should  be  adapted  to  the  sacred  record. 
2;^|J[j«j™j>^n«  By  adopting  profane  history  as  the  basis,  correcting 
uiebaaii.  j|.  jjy  technical  chronology,  and  in  the  last  place  adapt- 

ing the  Scripture  to  it,  a  very  unsatisfactory  result  has 
been  obtained,  erroneous  conjectures  have  taken  the 
appearance  of  established  certainties,  and  the  truth  has 
been  tortured  into  a  semblance  of  agreement.  Many 
different  theories  have  been  broached  in  order  to  re- 
concile Jeremiah  and  Daniel  with  Herodotus  or  Xeno« 
phon,  and  many  subterfuges  have  been  adopted  in  order 
to  make  these  various  systems  appear  plausible;  while, 
either  from  unjust  timidity  or  undue  anxiety,  Scripture 
has  not  hitherto  been  treated  with  the  common  candour 
bestowed  upon  heathen  historians. 
Scripture  by itMif       In  the  foUowing  pages,  striving  to  avoid  any  bias 

first  exMiitned*  c?    i.    o  c?  y 

from  the  profane  annals,  I  have  attempted  to  arrange  the 
events  comprised  within  the  times  of  Jeremiah's  and 
Daniel's  prophetical  ministrations  in  the  order  which 
may  be  deduced  solely  from  Scripture.  I  ask,  therefore, 
that  in  the  first  instance  my  view  may  be  tried  in  like 
manner  by  the  divine  record  alone.  This  is  the  principle 
upon  which  all  other  historical  investigations  are  con- 
ducted.    To  make    the    result  of  an  inquiry  into  the 
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chronology  of  Herodotus  to  depend  upon  the  history  of 
Xenophon  would  not  be  a  just  method  of  deciding 
whether  we  really  had  or  had  not  attained  the  views  of 
the  father  of  history ;  for  to  test  the  truth  of  a  scheme  is 
an  inquiry  distinct  from,  and  secondary  to,  the  deter- 
mination of  what  the  system  is :  so,  with  r^ard  to  the 
adaptation  of  Scripture  to  pro&ne  history,  first  let  us  fix 
the  true  sense  of  the  inspired  writers.  The  word  we 
know  is  as  refined  silver^  yet  it  is  equally  certain  that 
the  interpretation  may  be  mere  dross,  and  the  scheme, 
therefore,  fallacious ;  hence  I  solicit,  in  the  first  instance, 
an  investigation  into  whether  I  have  elicited  from  the 
Bible  that  which  it  truly  contains,  protesting,  at  this 
stage  of  the  inquiry,  against  any  modification  of  what 
appears  to  be  the  scriptural  statement,  in  order  to  make 
it  assimilate  with  the  Astronomical  Canon  or  the  Arundel 
Marbles,  the  Olympiads  or  Herodotus. 

Having  ascertained  what  the  Sacred  narrative  is,  we  Authenticity  of 

•         •  .   .  Scripture. 

may  proceed  to  weigh  its  authenticity ;  and  here  I  do  not 
wish  others  to  be  oppressed  with  the  authority  of  revelation, 
I  would  seek  rather  that  they  should  be  convinced  by  its 
innate  evidence  arising  from  coincidences  alike  unobtru- 
sive and  inartificial ;  for  my  belief  is,  that  the  texture  is 
so  perfect,  yet  so  little  evident,  that  viewing  the  Scrip- 
ture simply  as  the  uninspired  writings  of  the  Hebrews,  if 
men  are  not  startled  by  the  novelty  of  the  arrangement, 
they  will  be  convinced  by  its  internal  marks  of  authenti- 
city. 

After  having  investigated  Scripture  by  itself,  a  satis- lljj^^*'^ 

Efcnpture  iuenU" 

factory   identification   of  the  kings    of  Persia    therein*®^ 
mentioned  is  attempted ;  then  Herodotus  is  examined,  Herodotus. 
he  being  the  historian  most  nearly  contemporaneous  with 
the  events  about  which  our  inquiry  is  directed,  whose 
statement,  therefore,  would,  we  may  suppose,  most  influ- 
ence the  compiler  of  the  so-called  Astronomical  Canon,  cl^i**"****^ 
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CHAPml. 


Three  gndei  of 
eridenoe. 


That  document  itself  is  next  examined ;  and  lastly,  a 
conjectural  adjustment  of  the  different  profane  accounts 
is  proposed. 

Thus  it  will  be  perceived  that,  in  the  affirmative  part 
of  my  statement,  there  are  three  several  qualities  of  evi- 
dence to  which  I  attribute  different  degrees  of  certainty ; 
to  that  which  I  adduce  from  Scripture  alone  I  attach  the 
greatest  probability.  There  is  also^  I  conceive,  much 
support  for  the  proposed  point  of  contact  between  the 
sacred  and  profane  records ;  whereas  the  attempt  to 
unravel  the  entangled  skein  of  profane  history  must,  of 
necessity,  be  considerably  less  demonstrative. 


CHAPTER  II. 

THE  CHRONOLOGY  OF  SCRIPTURE  FROM  SOLOMON  TO 

THE  CAPTIVITY. 

In  the  course  of  my  inquiry,  I  shall  be  obliged  to  Time  from  soio- 

mon  to  tlie 

compare  the  space  between  the  reien  of  Hezekiah  and  cai^vity  giyen 

*  *  °  .       ^  ***®  aggregate. 

the  commencement  of  the  Captivity,  as  allotted  by  Scrip- 
ture, with  the  same  period  as  given  in  the  Dynasties  of 
Egypt  and  the  Canon  of  Ptolemy.  It  will  therefore  be 
important  to  fix  the  time  with  as  much  certainty  as  possi- 
ble; and  as  I  apprehend  that  from  the  reign  of  Solomon, 
as  also  from  that  of  Rehoboam  to  the  commencement  of 
the  Captivity,  the  amount  of  years  is  given  in  the  aggre- 
gate as  well  as  in  the  detail,  we  may  make  use  of  these 
numbers  in  such  a  manner  as  to  afford  a  test  of  the 
correctness  of  the  space  from  Hezekiah  to  the  Captivity, 
because  that  period,  as  given  in  detail,  added  to  the  detail 
from  Solomon  to  Hezekiah,  ought  to  agree  with  the  whole 
amount  as  given  in  the  aggregate;  and,  if  they  do  accord, 
we  must  presume  that  each  of  the  two  smaller  sums  is 
correct,  or  else  assume  an  error  of  excess  in  one  equi- 
valent to  a  corresponding  error  of  deficiency  in  the  other, 
a  supposition  which  would  point  to  a  designed  alteration 
either  in  one  or  in  both  of  the  parts,  made  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  preserve  accuracy  in  the  total  amount. 

I  gather  my  first  number  from  the  declaration  that,  420  yean, 
after  the  destruction  of  the  temple,  the  land  lay  desolate 
seventy  years, "  until  the  land  had  enjoyed  her  Sabbaths ;"  2ChroiijaxTi.ai. 
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Bxek.  It.  6. 


From  dedioatkni 

to  desolation  in 

detaU. 

3  Chron.  iz.  ao. 

S  Chron.  iii.  3. 
i  Kings,  vi.  38. 
1  Kings,  Tiii.  2. 


but  seventy  Sabbaths  have  relation  to  six  times  as  many, 
that  is,  to  420  secular  years  ;  because  the  only  Sabbaths 
the  land  could  enjoy  were  Sabbaths  of  years,  and  for  420 
years  the  Lord  had  been  deprived  of  that  portion  of  time 
which  he  had  set  apart  as  holy,  he  therefore  at  once  took 
the  whole  time  due  to  him,  viz.  seventy  years.  This, 
therefore,  is  the  first  number  given,  as  I  suppose,  in  the 
aggregate. 

The  second  whole  number  is  firom  Rehoboam  to  the 
Captivity.  This  period  is  mentioned  by  Ezekiel ;  for  he 
says,  that  the  sins  of  the  house  of  Israel,  which  ended  in 
making  Jerusalem  pregnable,  continued  for  390  years.  I 
shall  first  inquire  into  the  period  comprised  between  the 
dedication  and  destruction  of  the  temple  as  given  in 
detail,  and  then  endeavour  to  fix  the  termini  of  the  two 
amounts  390  and  420,  as  given  in  the  aggregate. 

Solomon  reigned  forty  years.  He  began  to  build  the 
temple  in  the  fourth  year,  and  finished  it  in  the  eighth 
month  of  the  eleventh  year  of  his  reign.  But  the  temple 
was  not  dedicated  until  the  feast  of  the  seventh  month,— 
therefore  not  until  the  following  year ;  we  must  then 
allow,  for  the  remainder  of  the  reign  of  Solomon,  twenty- 
seven  years  and  six  months. 


2  Chron.  zii.  18 

3  Chnm.  ziii.  3. 
1  Kings,  XT.  10. 

1  Kings,  xxii.  42. 
3  Chron.  zxi.  6. 
3  Chron.  zzii.  3. 
3  Kings,  zl.  4. 
3  Kings,  zii.  I. 
3  Kings,  ziT.  3. 


y  m 

Solomon  reigned  after  the  dedication  . .  27  6 
Rehoboam  (in  the  way  of  David,  B^ 
years,  2  Chron.  xi.  17)  in  all   . .  J 

Abijah 3  0 

Asa 41  0 

Jehoshapbat     25  0 

Jehoram    8  0 

Abaziah    1  0 

Athaliah 6  0 

Joash     40  0 

Amaziah  29  0 
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Azariah  (or  Uzziah,  2  Chron.  xxvi.  1) .  •  52  0  s  King**  xr.  s. 

Jotham   16  0  SKiiiis,zT.ss. 

Ahaz 16  0  s  Kiofs,  ztL  s. 

Hezekiah    29  0  *  Kings,  xtUL  s. 

Manasses   55  0  >  Kings,  ud.  i. 

Amon      2  0  « Kings,  jud.  19. 

Josiah      31  0  >  Kiofs,  zjdL  1. 

Jehoahaz    0  3  >  Kings,  zzUL  si 

Jehoiakim ,.  11  0  >  Kings,  ndii.  ae. 

Jeconiah      0  3  >  Kings,  zzhr.  8. 

Zedekiah    11  0  2Kiiig%zziT.i8. 


From  the  dedication  to  the  destruc- 
tion of  the  temple   


\  421     0 


Such  are  the  numbers  as  we  find  them  in  the  Bible ; 
there  is,  however,  great  diversity  of  opinion  as  to  the  actual 
amount  of  years,  the  chief  cause  of  which  is  the  collateral  8«a  Appoidix. 
dates,  and  the  relations  of  the  different  years  of  the  kings 
of  Israel  to  those  of  Judah,  which  some  reconcile  by  con- 
jectural amendments  of  the  sacred  text,  while  others 
account  for  these  apparent  discrepancies  by  supposing 
synarchies ;  but  surely,  if  the  sacred  writers  intended  to 
give  us  any  chronological  guide,  whether  there  were 
synarchies  or  not,  the  same  years  would  not  have  been 
counted  twice  over,  but  the  reign  of  the  successor  must 
have  been  reckoned  from  the  death  of  his  predecessor. 
The  case  of  Jehoram  and  Jehoshaphat  may  perhaps  be  an 
exception ;  for,  according  to  our  translation  at  least,  the 
Scripture  warns  us  that  Jehoram  reigned  conjointly  with  s  Kings,  yui.  le. 
Jehoshaphat. 

It  does  not  however  appear  improbable,  when  there 
were  sons  of  different  mothers,  that  the  kings  should  not  synarohiM. 
only  declare  their  successors,  but  in  case  of  their  going 
to  war,  or  some  such  circumstance,  that  their  successor 
should  actually  be  admitted  into  the  exercise  of  sovereignty . 
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CHArrwt  II.  Such,  wc  know  from  Herodotus,  was  the  case  with  the 
kings  of  Persia.    Somewhat  of  the  custom  seems  intimated 

1  Kings,  i.  48.  in  the  case  of  Solomon ;  and,  according  to  the  interpre- 
tation of  Archbishop  Usher,  we  have  a  similar  indication 

Amoi.  ii.  1.  in  the  speech  of  the  prophet  Amos,  Moab  "  burnt  the 
bones  of  the  king  of  Edom  into  lime,*'  that  is,  he  took  the 

1  Kings,  iu.  27.  cldcst  son  of  the  king  of  Edom,  "  who  should  have  reigned 
in  his  steady  and  offered  him  up  [for]  a  burnt-offering." 
So  here  the  declared  successor  is  called  the  king.  The 
same,  according  to  Ainsworth,  is  intimated  in  the  ex- 

Ezodns,  xi.  6.  prcssiou,  "  The  first-born  of  Pharaoh  who  sitteth  upon  his 
throne;  that  is,"  says  he,  **  which  shall  reign  after  him." 

1  Kings,  xxii.  51.  Perhaps  we  may  have  an  example  of  this  in  Ahaziah,  king 

of  Israel ;  but  still  the  number  of  years  that  he  is  said  to 
reign  must  be  reckoned  from  his  predecessor's  death,  al- 
though the  parallel  date  in  the  kingof  Judah's  reign  marks 
the  time  when  he  first  exercised  sovereign  authority. 
The  system  by  which  the  chronology  of  the  kings  of 
Redundant         Judah  is  rcgulatcd  appears  to  be  this: — The  redundant 

montlu  absorbed.  ^  , 

months  in  a  king's  reign,  even  though  they  may  amount 
to  half  a  year,  or  perhaps  even  more,  are  not  reckoned  as 
another  year,  but  the  odd  months  are  absorbed  into  the, 
following  reign :   for   example,   David   is   said   to   have 

2  Sam.  T.  4.6.     rcigncd  forty  years,  though  in  the  next  verse  it  is  shewn 

that  he  reigned  forty  years  and  six  months.  The  contrary 
method  seems  also  to  have  prevailed  when  a  king's  reign 
ended  near  the  close  of  the  ecclesiastical  year,  time 
current  in  that  case  being  reckoned  as  time  complete. 
Compare  2  Kings,  "  Samaria,"  as  Des  Vigrnoles  observes,  "  was  taken  in  the 

xvil.  1-5  with  xvlii.      ^  '  ...  . 

^» '®-  ninth  of  Hosea ;"  yet  it  is  said,  that  he  reigned  nine  years. 

The  chronology  of  the  Bible  is  in  these  ways  regulated 

Entire  years,  by  entire  ycars,  and  a  consequence  flowing  from  this  is 
that  the  years  commence  and  finish  with  some  fixed  period 
of  their  revolution,  and  that  appears  from  internal  evi- 
dence to  have  been  the  ecclesiastical  year ;  and,  therefore. 
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in  all  instances  where  the  redundant  months  of  one  king's 
reign  are  absorbed  into  the  reign  of  his  successor,  the 
reis:n  of  the  successor  will  date  from  the  Abib  or  Nisan  commeneeflnoai 

°  ....         Abibprooeding 

preceding  his  actual  accession.     But,  if  a  king's  reign  •ctiui^oceMion. 

ended  near  the  close  of  the  ecclesiastical  year,  I  think  it 

too  technical  and  arbitrary  to  suppose  that  his  successor's 

reign  would  be  considered  to  commence  some  eight  or  ten 

months  before  the  actual  commencement.     But,  in  any 

case  where  a  kingof  Judah,  for  instance,  commences  to 

reign  before  the  Abib  from  which  the  years  of  his  reign 

are  computed,  his  actual  commencement  will  appear  to  be 

one  year  earlier  than  the  year  of  the  king  of  Israel  with 

which  his  first  year  is  connumerary;   for  example,  Asa 

began  to  reign  in  the  twentieth  of  Jeroboam,  but  his  first 

year  was  connumerary  with  the  twenty-first  of  Jeroboam. 

But  while  I  suppose,  that  when  not  otherwise  specified,  Month  sometimef 

,  qMcifled. 

we  are  to  reckon  the  reigns  by  complete  years,  commenc- 
ing at  a  determinate  period,  yet  that  does  not  prevent 
the  historian,  in  particular  instances,  from  stating  the  pre- 
cise time  of  year  the  king  began  to  reign,  or  the  precise 
number  of  months  which  he  might  reign;  of  this,  however, 
1  know  but  one  instance,  which  is  the  reign  of  Zedekiah, 
and  that  was  clearly  under  peculiar  circumstances. 

With  regard  to  Israel,  I  think  we  must  admit,  either  Years  in  israei 

^  irregular. 

that  there  was  great  confusion  as  to  the  length  of  the 
year,  which  might  have  been  the  case  in  consequence  of 
Jeroboam  changing  the  month  of  the  feast  of  tabernacles, 
for,  as  the  feasts  depended  upon  the  seasons,  they  possibly 
would  not  intercalate  the  Veadar  in  the  same  year  in 
Israel  as  in  Judah;  or,  what  I  think  is  more  probable, 
whenever  a  king  in  Israel  ceased  to  reign  near  the  middle 
of  the  year,  current  years  were  counted  as  complete,  the 
same  current  year,  in  that  case,  being  also  attributed  to 
the  successor.  The  reigns  of  Nadab  and  Baasha  seem  to  be 
examples  of  this  practice.     With  these  few  preliminary 
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obflervations  I  will  proceed  to  the  detail  of  the  respective 
reigns  of  Judab  and  Israel,  making  three  divisions: — 
1  •  From  Rehoboam  to  Athaliab ; 

2.  From  the  first  of  Athaliab  to  the  sixth  of  Hezekiah, 
commensurate  with  which  is  the  space  from  the  first  of 
Jehu  to  the  ninth  of  Hosea ; 

3.  From  the  seventh  of  Hezekiah  to  the  end  of 
Zedekiah. 


The  Kings  op  JUDAH  from  Rehoboam  to  Athaliab,  with  the 

parallel  reigns  in  israel. 


Shishack,  king  of 
Egypt. 

Temple  plunder- 
ed, 2  Chr.  zii.  2. 

1  Kings,  xIt.  21 ; 

2  Chnrn.  xii.  13. 

1  Kings,  XV.  1 ; 

2  Chran.  zUL  L 


Ab^ah's  3d  vear 
was  not  complete. 

1  Kings,  XV.  2  ; 

2  Chron.  xiii.  2. 


1  Kings,  zv.  10. 

Asa's    41  St    year 
was  not  complete. 


JUDAH. 


REHOBOAM 


ABIJAH 


ASA 


yrs. 
1 


17 


2 
3 
1 
2 


26 
27 

37 
38 

4i 


ISRAEL. 


JEROBOAM 


NADAB 
BAASHA^ 


EL  AH 

ZIMRI  (7  days) 
OMRI 


AHAB 


yrs. 


17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

22 

1 

2 
1 


24 
1 
2 
1 


11 

12 

1 


1  Kings,  i±f.  SO. 
1  Kings,  XT.  25. 

1  Kings,  XT.  28. 
1  Slings,  XT.  83. 

Benhadad,ldng<tf 
Syria,  8  Chron. 
xTi.  2. 

1  Slings,  xtL  8. 
1  Kings,  xtL  10,15. 

InTlnta  6  years, 
1  Kings,  XTl.  28. 

1  Kings,  xtL  28. 
1  Kings,  XTi.  29. 


*  Some  render  2  Chron.  xtI.  1,  "In  the  36th  year  of  the  khtgdam  of  Asa,"  i.e.  ainoe  the  separation 
of  the  10  tribes  this  would  be  the  16th  of  the  reign  of  Asa. 
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Bang!,  zxii.  41. 


Kings,  zzii.  42; 
Cfaron.  XX.  31. 
shodiaphat  then 
ing,2Ks.yiii.l6. 
lODgB,  viU.  17 ; 
Ghron.  zxi.  5. 
ehonm's    8th 
Bftr    was    not 
nnplete. 
KkigB,  Tiii.  25 ; 
c29. 
Kings,  Tiii.  26. 


JUDAH. 


JEHOSHAPHAT  1 


18 


AHAZIAH 


19 


20 


21 


JEHORAM      25—1 


8 
1 


ISRAEL. 


AHAB  (cont) 

AHAZIAH 

(Synarchy) 


JORAM 


yn. 
5 


22 
1 
2 


12 


1  Kinvi,  zziL  61. 

Ahadah  reigned  2 
yean  flpom  hia  flip 
ther's  death. 
1  Kings,  xziL  61. 

2Kings,iiLI 
(Aldine). 


2Kings,iU.  1. 


This  arrangement  makes  ninety-four  years  and  a  few 
months  from  Rehoboam  to  Ahaziah,  inclusive.  The 
principles  upon  which  the  table  is  constructed  are  in 
conformity  with  the  rules  laid  down  in  the  beginning, 
and  the  authorised  text  is  followed,  except  in  2  Kings,  iii. 
1,  where,  with  Mr.  Cunninghame,  I  adopt  the  Aldine 
edition  of  the  Septuagint,  which  gives  the  21st  instead 
of  the  18th  of  Jehoshaphat  for  the  first  of  Jehoram; 
possibly  the  other  reading  arose  from  its  being  said  that 
Ahaziah  began  to  reign  in  the  17th  of  Jehoshaphat,  and  iKing«,xzu.6i. 
that  he  reigned  two  years. 

The  first  year  of  Jehoram  of  Judah  and  Jehoshaphat's 
2dth  were,  I  suppose,  the  same.  Jehoram's  eighth  year 
was,  I  suppose,  current.  Ahaziah  lingered  probably  some 
little  time  after  he  fled  to  Megiddo ;  thus  he  probably  >  Kings,  ix.  27. 
reigned  nearly  a  year,  but  I  think  it  possible  that  it  was 
part  of  the  8th  of  Jehoram  and  the  Ist  of  Athaliah. 
Joram,  king  of  Israel,  reigned  twelve  years  complete, 
and,  being  killed  some  time  in  the  spring,  that  time 
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did  not  count  in  his  reign,  but  is  absorbed  in  the  reign 
of  Jehu. 

The  next  table  commences  with  Athaliah,  and  con- 
tinues to  the  sixth  of  Hezekiah,  in  which  year  the 
kingdom  of  Israel  terminated. 


2  Kings,  zi.  3,  4. 


2KiDg8,zii.  1. 


Killed  alter  the 
return  of  the  year, 
2Chron.zxiy.23. 

2  Kings,  ziT.  1. 


2  Kings,  ziv.  21 ; 
alsozv.  1. 

2  Chron.  zzvi.  I. 


JITDAH. 


ATHALIAH 


JOASH 


AMAZIAH 


UZZIAH  or 
AZARIAH 


yrs. 


22 


23 


39 


40 


15 


16 
17 


18 


38 


39 


40 


49 
50 


51 


ISRAEL. 


JEHU 


yrs. 


28 


JEHOAHAZ 


17 


JEHOASH 


16 


JEROBOAM 


41 

ZECHARIAH6m. 
SHAI^LUM  1  m. 
MENAHEM  1 


PEKAHIAH 


10 


1 


2  Kings,  z.  36 ; 
ziU.  1. 


2  Kings,  ziii.  1. 

2  Kings,  ziU.  10, 
Aid.  Sept. 


2  Kings,  ziU.  10. 
2  Kings,  ziy.  23. 


2  Kings,  ziy.  23. 
2  Kings,  zv.  8. 

■2  Kings,  zv.  13. 

2  Kings,  zy.  17. 

Pul,  king  of  Assy- 
ria, 2  Kings,  zy.  19; 
1  Chron.  y.  26. 


2  Kings,  ZT.  23. 
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JUDAH. 

ISRAEL. 

yrs. 

yrs. 

UZZIAH 

52 

PEKAH 

1 

2  Kings,  XT.  27. 
Tiglath-pUeser, 

JOTHAM 

1 

2 

2  Kings,  XT.  29 ; 
1  Chron.  t.  26. 

eBixi,k.  of  Syria, 

• 

• 
• 

Medes  subject  to 

Kings,  XT.  37. 

Kings,  xv.  33; 
Chrcm.  xxyii.  1, 

• 

16 

• 
17 

Asqnria;  MotiTSs 
taken    to    Kir, 
in  Media.  Comp. 
Isa.  zxii.  6,  with 

AHAZ 

1-17 

18 

xxi.  2. 

2  Kings,  XTi.  9. 

2—18 

19 

Tiglath-pUeser, 
1   Chrun.  t.  6; 
2CbronjcxTiil.20; 

3—19 

20 

2  Kings,  XTi.  7. 
Pekah  slain. 

4—20 

HOSHEA 

1 

2  Kings,  XT.  30. 

• 
• 
• 

• 
• 
• 

king  of  Assyria, 
2  Kings,  XTii.  3. 

12 

• 
9 

Shalman,  Hos.  x. 
14. 

13 

• 
• 
• 

So,  king  of  Egypt, 
2Kings,XTU.l,4. 

• 

Hoshea   impri- 

9 
• 

soned. 

14 

Hoshea*s  2d 

Beign  1 

15 

2 

16 

3 

iKing8,xviii.  1. 

HEZEKTAH 

1 

• 

4 

• 

• 
• 
• 

• 
• 
• 

2  Kings,  XTiU.  9. 

• 

4 

7 

Babylon  satdect 

to  Assyria, 

2  Kings,  xtU.  24. 

5 

8 

Media  subject  to 
Assyria,  2  Kings, 

6 

1 

9 

XTiU.  11. 

2  Kings,  XTiU.  10. 

This  arrangement  gives  164  years  from  the  first  of 
Athaliah  to  the  sixth  of  Hezekiah^  king  of  Judah,  and 
from  the  first  of  Jehu  to  the  last  of  Hoshea,  king  of 
Israel. 

Lightfoot  and  Hales  suppose  that  there  was  an  inter-  ughtfoot,  Haies. 
regnum  of  eleven  years  between  Amaziah  and  Uzziah, 
because  it  is  said  that' Jeroboam  began  to  reign  in  the 
15th  of  Amaziah,  and  that  Uzziah  began  to  reign  in  the  2  Kings,  xIt.  23. 
27th  of  Jeroboam,  king  of  Israel;    Amaziah  reigning,  2 Kings, xt.i. 
therefore,  only  29  years,  it  would  appear  that  there  was 
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an  interregnum  of  11  years  before  the  commencement 
of  Uzziah's  reign.  (See  margin.)  This  is 
consistent  in  Lightfoot,  who  most  scrupu- 
lously tortures  all  the  collateral  dates  into 
adjustment;  but  for  Hales,  who  generally 
treats  them  very  unceremoniously,  it  is 
slender  ground.  Even  the  very  dates  from 
which  he  infers  the  interregnum  are  altered 
by  him ;  which,  as  Mr.  Cunninghame  says, 
^'  is  to  make  the  Scriptures  themselves  sub- 
ordinate to  our  own  hypotheses,  and  to  receive 
them  just  so  far  as  they  suit  our  purpose." 
To  my  mind  there  are  much  stronger  argu- 
ments against,  than  for,  the  supposition  of 


d 

I 

el 


10 

15 

20 

25 
29 


No  interregnum  an  interregnum. 

between  Amftsieh  i-vi  i*ii 

anduuiaii.  1.  I  do  uot  thmk  that  we  are  allowed 

simply  to  infer  an  interregnum,  without  any 
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8 


13 


18 


10 


15 


20 


25 


30 


35 


41 


SdreMon. 


express  mention  to  that  effect,  when  it  is  in 
1  Kings,  zi.  86;  dircct  oppositiou  to  the  promise  that  God 
s  Kings,  Tiii.  19.    would  keep  a  lamp  in  Jerusalem. 

2.  The  language  both  of  2  Kings,  xiv.  21,  and  2  Chron. 
xxvi.  1,  seems  against  it;  for  the  people  took  Azariah 
and  made  him  king  instead  of  his  father,  at  the  time 
when  they  brought  Amaziah  to  bury  him.  A  dozen  years 
would  be  a  long  time  to  keep  the  father  above  ground. 
Surely,  if  Azariah  reigned  instead  of  his  father,  he  stepped 
into  the  vacancy  created  by  his  father. 

3.  It  appears  that  Uzziah  built  Elath  immediately 
upon  the  death  of  his  father,  which  he  could  not  have 
done  had  there  been  an  interregnum  of  eleven  years. 

4.  It  would  extend  the  interregnum  between  Jero- 
boam and  Zechariah  to  twenty-three  years,  which,  as 
Zechariah  was  son  of  Jeroboam,  seems  highly  improbable, 
for  he  must  have  been  capable  of  taking  the  reins  of 
govejrnment  some  years  before. 


3d  reason. 

2  Kings,  ziT.  23 


4threM(ni. 


INTERREGNUM.  15 

5.  Tbe  period  during  which  HoBea  prophesied  mustMh 
have  been  improbably  long,  viz.  above  seventy  years.         comp.  Hot.  l  i. 

These  arguments  weigh  more  against  the  supposition 
of  an  interregnum  than  the  single  mention  of  the  col- 
lateral date  can  in  its  &vour.  Those  chronologists  who 
maintain  that  the  text  is  immaculate  appear  alone  to 
have  any  strength  in  the  argument  for  an  interregnum ; 
yet  the  maintaining  of  this  position  will  oblige  them  in 
other  instances  to  admit  synarchies  similar  to  that  which 
Usher  conceives  sufficient  to  account  for  the  date  in 
question. 

But  it  is  argued  that  Uzziah  was  under  age  when  bis 
father  was  killed,  and  that,  therefore,  until  he  was  six- 
teen, he  was  not  invested  with  power.  This  is  not  only  a 
conjecture,  but  an  improbable  one,  supposing  the  people 
to  act  differently  from  their  custom  in  similar  cases,  for 
Joash  was  only  seven  when  made  king,  and  Josiah  eight ; 
but  even  this  supposition  would  concede  all  for  which  I 
contend,  because,  if  Uzziah  was  not  completely  inaugurated 
until  the  27th  of  Jeroboam,  in  consequence  of  being  under 
age,  still,  in  that  case,  we  must  grant  that  the  years  of 
his  reign  would  be  counted  from  his  father's  death. 

These  arguments  appear  to  me  to  press   strongly  no  intemgnmn 
against  the  interregnum  in   Judah;    but  I  go  a  step 
further,  not  thinking  that  there  was  any  interregnum  in 
Israel;  for, 

1.  There  is  no  mention  in  Scripture  of  this  interreg*  ist  reason. 
num  of  ten  or  eleven  years ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  there 
seems  to  be  direct  evidence  against  it :  ^*  Jeroboam  slept  2  Kings,  xIt.  29. 
with  his  fathers,  with  the  kings  of  Israel,  and  Zechariah 
his  son  reiffned  in  his  stead"  This  language  does  not 
appear  to  me  at  all  suitable  if  there  was  a  space  of 
eleven  years  before  Zechariah  did  reign,  and  that,  when 
he  did  reign,  it  was  only  for  six  months ;  how  could  this 
be  called  reigning  instead  of  his  father  ? 
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Chaptke  n. 


Sd 


Hot.i.  1. 


ad 


4th 


2  Ctaron.  xxv. 
20,27. 


Aasembly's 
Annotatioiui. 


2.  The  supposition  of  an  interregnum  needlessly  ex- 
tends Hosea's  ministry  to  an  improbable  length ;  for  he 
prophesied  in  the  reign  of  Jeroboam,  king  of  Israel,  and 
in  the  reign  of  Hezekiah,  king  of  Judah.  During  how 
many  years  of  these  reigns  he  prophesied  is  not  men- 
tioned ;  but,  if  we  admit  this  interregnum,  there  was, 
from  the  last  of  Jeroboam  to  the  first  of  Hezekiah^  the 
space  of  sixty  years. 

3.  There  is  evidence  of  some  corruption  somewhere, 
unless,  indeed,  we  admit  the  still  greater  improbability  of 
an  interregnum  in  Judah  also,  an  opinion  which  I  have 
already  examined. 

4.  Amaziah  turned  from  the  Lord  before  the  death  of 
Jehoash,  king  of  Israel,  because  the  war  with  that  king 
was  in  consequence  of  his  departure  from  God.  Then, 
after  his  apostasy,  the  people  conspired  against  him,  and 
he  fled  to  Lachish.  The  people,  however,  sent  after  him 
and  slew  him  there ;  language  which  implies  that  the 
conspiracy  was  shortly  after  his  apostasy.  But,  according 
to  the  present  text,  he  lived  fifteen  years  longer  than 
Jehoash,  and,  therefore,  about  sixteen  years  after  his 
apostasy.  It  appears  more  probable  that  the  conspiracy 
was  shortly  after  the  unsuccessful  result  of  his  wanton 
war,  when  the  nation  was  smarting  under  the  disgrace 
and  loss  of  dismantled  walls  and  a  plundered  temple. 

In  the  Assembly's  Annotations  the  question  of  this 
interregnum  is  argued  as  follows  :  ''  Those  who  make 
Jeroboam's  last  to  fall  in  with  the  thirty-eighth  of  Uzziah, 
do  take  for  their  ground  that  undeniable  truth  that 
Uzziah's  death  and  the  end  of  his  reign  falls  in  with  the 
first  year  of  Pekah,  king  of  Israel ;  and  counting  back* 
wards  fifty-two  years,  the  time  of  the  reign  of  Uzziah,  it 
brings  us  to  the  second  or  third  year  of  Jeroboam's  reign, 
and  the  seventeenth  or  eighteenth  of  Amaziah,  or  first  of 
Uzziah ;  and  this  makes  Jeroboam's  death  to  fall  in  the 
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thirty-eighth  of  Uzziah,  and  so  cuts  off  any  interregnum 
either  in  Judah  or  Israel,  and  makes  a  perfect  concord- 
ance between  the  times  of  the  reigns  of  the  Kings  of 
Judah  and  Israel,  as  the  Scripture  records  them." 

Now  I  have  little  doubt  that  there  has  been  some  cor- 
ruption^ and  presently  I  shall  shew  reason  for  supposing 
that  the  alteration  has  been  intentional.  But  this  very 
circumstance  makes  it  difficult  to  decide  exactly  how  the 
cross  dates  should  be  arranged.  I  at  first  supposed  that  it 
was  in  the  decimals,  Amaziah  reigning  only  nineteen  years, 
and  outliving  Jehoash  five  instead  of  fifteen  years.  But  I 
have  adopted  that  which  is  suggested  by  the  annotator 
quoted  above,  and  thus  the  difficulties  which  beset  this 
part  of  Scripture  chronology  are  removed ;  for  example, 
Zachariah  immediately  succeeded  his  father ;  Hosea  pro-  a  xingi,  zIt.  39. 
phesied  fifty  instead  of  seventy  years ;  and  the  dates 
harmonise :  ex,  gr. 

The  first  of  Jeroboam  falls  in  with  the  15th  of  Amaziah,  2  Kings,  xIt.  23. 

Zachariah  SSth  of  Uzziah,  3  Kings,  zr.  8. 

Shallum  d9th  of  Uzziah,  2  Kings,  zv.  13. 

Menahem  39th  of  Uzziah,  2  Kings,  zv.  17. 

Pekahiah  50th  of  Uzziah,  2  Kings,  zv.  23. 

Pekah  52nd  of  Uzziah.  2  Kings,  zv.  27. 

Hoshea  4th  of  Ahaz,  or  20  2  Kings,  zv.  so. 

years  from  the 

first  of  Jotham.  20U1  of  Jothun. 

The  reason  why  the  twentieth  of  Jotham  is  mentioned, 
though  he  in  fact  reigned  only  sixteen  years,  is  thus 
explained  by  Des  Vignoles  :  "  The  passage  relates  to 
Pekah,  whose  reign  embraces  the  whole  of  Jotham's,  the 
account  of  which  immediately  follows ;  and,  in  order  to 
keep  their  eras  reciprocal,  the  years  current  from  the 
commencement  of  the  reign  of  Jotham  are  mentioned ; 
and  the  history  is  kept  more  clear  by  the  account  of 
Ahaz  not  beino:  entered  upon  until  after  the  finishing  of  Des  vignoies, 
Jotham  s  reign. 

c 
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Hoshea. 


2  Kings,  zrii.  1. 

2  Kings*  xvi.  2 ; 
2Chron.xzTiii.  1. 

2  Kings,  zviU.  1, 
9,10. 


2  Kings,  ZTiU.  2. 


Hoshea  reigned 
two  periods  of 
nine  years. 

a  Kings,  XT.  30. 


2  Kings,  xrii.  1. 


I  adopt  the  reading  of  the  Aldine  edition  of  the  "  Sep- 
tuagint/'  which  gives  the  thirty-ninth  of  Joash,  king  of 
Judah  for  the  commencement  of  the  reign  of  Jehoash,  king 
of  Israel.  But  my  greatest  difficulty  is  with  Hoshea :  "  In 
the  twelfth  year  of  Ahaz,  king  of  Judah,  began  Hoshea  the 
son  of  Elah  to  reign  in  Samaria  over  Israel  nine  years." 
Yet  Ahaz  reigned  sixteen  years,  and  Hezekiah  began  to 
reign  in  the  third  of  Hoshea.  His  fourth  was  parallel  with 
the  seventh  of  Hoshea,  and  his  sixth  synchronised  with  the 
ninth  of  Hoshea.  If  the  years  of  Israel  and  Judah  were 
any  thing  like  the  same  length,  I  see  no  means  of  recon- 
ciling these  dates ;  for  suppose  the  first  of  Hoshea  to  have 
been  the  very  end  of  the  twelfth  of  Ahaz,  and  that  the 
sixteenth  of  Ahaz  was  the  same  as  the  first  of  Hezekiah, 
yet  that  would  not  allow  of  the  first  of  Hezekiah  being 
parallel  for  the  smallest  portion  of  time  with  the  third  of 
Hoshea.  But  if  Hezekiah  reigned  conjointly  with  Ahaz  in 
the  fifteenth  and  sixteenth  of  Ahaz,  then  as  Hezekiah  was 
twenty-five  years  old  when  he  began  to  reign,  and  his 
father  fourteen  years  before  was  only  twenty  years  of 
age,  Hezekiah  must  have  been  bom  when  his  father  was 
only  nine  or  ten  years  old.  There  seems  great  reason, 
therefore,  for  following,  according  to  Mr.  Cuninghame, 
**all  the  ancient  chronographers "  in  giving  full  sixteen 
years  to  Ahaz  before  the  commencement  of  Hezekiah's 
reign.  I  therefore  understand  2  Kings,  xvii.  1,  not  as 
expressing  that  Hoshea  began  to  reign  in  the  twelfth  of 
Ahaz,  but  that  he  had  then  reigned  nine  years ;  for  it  is 
the  fact,  that  the  twelfth  of  Ahaz  was  the  ninth  year  from 
the  time  when  Hoshea  deposed  Pekah,  and  reigned  in  his 
stead.''  And  this  rendering  may  be  in  accordance  with 
the  Hebrew.*  As,  therefore,  Hoshea  began  to  reign  in- 
stead of  Pekah  in  the  twentieth  year  from  the  first  of 

*  In  the  twelfth  year  of  Ahaz,  king  of  Judah,  had  reigned  Hoshea, 
son  of  Elah,  in  Samaria,  over  Israel,  nine  years. 
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Jotham,  Hosea  must  have  reigned  for  two  periods  of  nine 
years,  one  moiety  before  he  was  imprisoned  by  Shalmane- 
ser,  and  the  other  after  that  event.  If  we  do  not  under- 
stand it  thus,  I  see  not  how  Hoshea  could  hare  reigned 
nine  years  at  all,  for  he  was  imprisoned  before  the  seeond 
period  of  nine  years  had  transpired,  as  the  passage  evi-  sKixigs,xTU.4,6. 
dently  implies ;  but  the  imprisonment  having  been 
between  the  two  portions  of  his  reign  makes  all  clear. 
Thus  the  second  period  of  nine  years  commenced  in  the 
fourteenth  of  Ahaz,  which  seems  fixed  by  the  three  col- 
lateral dates  in  the  reign  of  Hezekiah  ;  at  any  rate  they 
establish  the  chronology,  which  is  the  important  point  in 
my  present  inquiry. 

The  chronology  of  the  Kings  of  Judah,  according  to 
the  above  view,  is:  — 

years 

From  the  first  of  Rehoboam  to  the  last  of  Ahaziah  . .     94 
From  the  first  of  Athaliah  to  the  sixth  of  Hezekiah  . .   154 

The  number  of  years  attributed  to  the  Kings  of  Israel 
are  as  follow  :  — 


Kings,  xiT.  20. 

Jeroboam    . . 

22 

Jehu  

28 

2Kings»z.     36. 

—      xv.  25. 

Nadab     . .'. . 

2 

Jehoahaz    . . 

17 

—     xiii.  1. 

.            33. 

Baasha    .... 

24 

Jehoash  .... 

16 

—             10. 

—     xvi.  8. 

Elah    

2 

Jeroboam  11. 

41 

—     xlT.  23. 

—             15. 

Zimri 

0 

Zachariah  . . 

gm 

—     XV.  8. 

—             23. 

Omri   

12 

Shallum  .... 

1" 

—             13. 

—             29. 

Ahab 

22 

Menahem   .. 

10 

—            17. 

—    xzii.51. 

Ahaziah  .... 

2 

Fekaiah  .... 

2 

—             23. 

Kii«s,iiJU  1. 

Joram 

12 

Fekah 

20 

—            27. 

— — 

Hoshea   .... 

9 

—    XTii.1. 

98 

"^^                •  •  •  • 

9 

—            6. 

152 

In  correspondence,  therefore,  with  the  two  numbers 

94  +  154  s:  248  in  Judah, 
we  have  98  -f  152  =  250  m  Israel,* 

an  important  approximation. 

*  Josephus  allows  but  240  years  from  the  defection  to  the  cap- 
tivity of  the  ten  tribes,  by  which,  we  see,  he  could  not  have  admitted 
the  interregna. 


20  RBION  OF  AMON. 

CHAPmn.  In  the  remaining  rei^s  of  Judah,  not  being  assisted 

From  serenth  of    ,  i.ii  n  i         *  n  r  i 

Hwi^tothe  by,  or  embarrassed  with,  the  collateral  reigns  of  Israel, 
there  is  but  little  difference.  Nevertheless,  I  think  there 
NewRjMjr^  is  onc  important  error.  Volney  has  shewn  that  there  is 
tor7,Toi.Lp.893.  Jjq^Jj  internal  and  external  evidence  for  the  reign  of  Amon 
Amon.  having  continued  twelve  instead  of  two  years.     Volney 

argues  from  the  age  of  Amon  when  Josiah  was  bom,  viz. 
sixteen  years,  he  also  quotes  the  Alexandrine  manuscript 
of  the  Septuagint  as  giving  twelve  years.  I  may  add, 
that  Eusebius,  in  the  Fragments  published  by  Mai,  has 
twelve  years,  and  that  the  editor  also  refers  in  a  note  to 
the  Armenian  manuscript  as  having  the  same.  Syncellus 
also  mentions  this  as  the  number  given  by  Eusebius.  The 
Vatican  manuscript  of  the  Septuagint  and  the  Armenian 
translation  have  twelve ;  but  Mai  denies  that  the  Alex- 
andrine text  of  the  Septuagint  has  twelve.  Nicephorus, 
in  the  manuscript  of  the  Augustinian  Library  at  Rome,  as 
well  as  the  two  editions  published  by  Contius  and  Scali- 
ger,  gives  twelve.  Bar  Hebraeus  also  gives  Amon  twelve 
vetustiora Latin- years;  Prospcr  and  Isidore  also  give  him  twelve.  Now 
pp. 432 and 536. '  this  evideucc  is  varied  and  respectable;  nevertheless  it 
is  not  sufficient  in  itself  to  set  aside  the  received  reading. 
I  therefore  will,  in  the  next  place,  consider  the  two  num- 
bers in  the  aggregate,  and  then  apply  them  as  a  test. 
390  yean.  The  sins  of  Israel,  which  terminated  with  the  destruc- 

Eiek.iT.3-5.  tiou  of  the  temple,  continued  for  390  years.  Archbishop 
Newcome,  dating  from  the  separation  of  the  ten  tribes, 
says,  rather  disparagingly,  that  393  years  are  sufficiently 
accurate  for  the  fulfilment  of  the  prophecy  of  Ezekiel. 
But,  allowing  this  to  be  sufficiently  accurate,  how  does 
the  Archbishop  make  out  the  forty  years  of  Judah's  sin  ? 
He  takes  some  years  from  one  reign,  and  some  from 
40  years.  auothcr,  SO   as   to  compilc  forty  years,  a  procedure   so 

arbitrary,  that  he  himself  is  not  satisfied  with  it ;   and 
therefore;  with  Jackson,  he  proposes  that  the  time  should 
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be  measured  for  the  punishment  of  Israel  and  Judah,  and 
not  for  the  forbearance  of  God.  This  is  contrary  to  the 
language  of  the  prophecy,  as  appears  most  evident  by 
comparing  the  prediction  respecting  the  390  with  its 
fulfilment;  and  it  would  be  incongruous  to  interpret  the  Exek.iT.and 
390  in  one  manner,  and  the  forty  in  another.  If  I  mis- 
take not,  there  is  a  different,  and,  at  the  same  time,  a 
more  satisfactory,  manner  of  explaining  the  prophecy. 

All  the  interpretations  which  I  have  seen  assume  that  Hooteof  isneL 
^*  the  house  of  Israel "  being,  apparently,  mentioned  in 
juxta-position  with  "  the  house  of  Judah,"  must  be  limited 
to  the  ten  tribes  alone,  and  then  the  forty  years  alone 
referring  to  the  two  tribes  must,  in  some  way,  terminate 
upon  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  by   Nebuchadnezzar. 
But  it  is  not  necessary,  according  to  the  usage  of  Scrip- 
ture, to  interpret  "  the  house  of  Israel,"  of  the  ten  tribes, 
to  the  exclusion  of  the  two.   On  the  contrary,  immediately 
after  the  apostasy  of  the  ten  tribes,  it  is  said  that,  ''  when  2  ohron.  zii.  1. 
Rehoboam  had  established  the  kingdom,  and  strengthened  xxi.2;  xxviu.23. 
himself,  he  forsook  the  law  of  the  Lord,  and  all  Israel 
with  him."   But  the  prophet  himself  will  best  fix  the  inter- 
pretation of  his  own  terms,  "  I  have  set  thee  for  a  sign 
unto  the  house  oflsraeV'  .  .  .  .  '^  this  burden  [concerneth] 
the  Prince  in  Jerusalem,  and  all  the  house  of  Israel  that  Eiek.  zu.  g-io. 
are  among  them."    This  was  the  sign  of  the  captivity  of 
Zedekiah.     Ezekiel,  indeed,  almost  universally  designates 
those  in  the  land  at  that  time,  whether  the  two  tribes  or  seech.yui.6. 
part  of  the  ten,  as  the  house  of  Israel.     Sometimes  that 
portion  of  the  ten  tribes  in  the  land  are  called  Israel,  and 
distinct  from  Judah  and  Jerusalem,  but  the  proper  oppo-  seech.ix.8,9; 
sition  to  Judah,  as  denoting:  those  of  the  ten  tribes  out  ofxxxA.  le.  see 

'  ®  •'  alBo,  2Chron. 

the  landy  is  Ephraim.     That  part  of  Israel  who  were  in  SdJer^'^is^' 
the  land  of  Judah,  I  grant,  were  chiefly,  but  not  exclu- 
sively, of  the  two  tribes. 

Hence  it  appears  to  me   not  only  admissible,  but 
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CHArmt  n.  argendy  necessary,  to  understand  *'  Israel "  in  this  pro- 
phecy as  relating  to  those  still  in  the  land  ;  for,  when  the 
ten  tribes  had  for  many  years  been  broken  from  being  a 

Kings,  xtu.  90.  pcople  and  cast  out  of  God's  sight,  I  do  not  see  how  their 
sins  could  be  said  to  be  exercising  God's  forbearance  to- 

»  date  flnom  the  wards  Jerusalem  for  390  years.     I  therefore  date  the  390 

rfUcatlon  of  •^ 

«hoboun.  years  not  from  the  defection  of  the  ten  tribes,  but  from 
the  defalcation  of  Rehoboam,  *'  and  all  Israel  with  him," 
which  was  in  the  close  of  the  third  or  the  beginning  of 
the  fourth  year  of  his  reign.  The  apostasy  of  the  ten 
tribes  was  of  a  considerable  part  of  Israel,  but  not  of  all : 
the  entire  departure  of  all  Israel  from  the  Lord  was  not 
until  the  revolt  of  Rehoboam. 

Now,  according  to  the  reigns  of  the  Kings  of  Judah, 
the  numbers  in  the  Bible  give,  from  the  apostasy  of  Reho- 
boam to  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  390  years  and  some 
months  ;  and  I  believe  that  the  inspired  prophet  does  es- 
tablish that  to  be  the  correct  amount  in  the  aggregate. 

iekiei40  7eMB.  But  I  may  bc  called  upon  to  state  what  I  understand 
by  the  forty  years  of  Ezekiel ;  for  I  admit  that  there 
ought  to  be  congruity  in  the  interpretation  of  the  two. 
The  interpretation  I  propose  is  determined  by  the  follow- 
ing considerations. 

1 .  The  forty  years  are  distinct  from,  and  not  included 
in,  the  390.    The  language   of  the  prophet  is,  in  my 

seOreenhm,     opinion,  clcar  on  this  point. 

ho  maintains  r  »  *  ^ 

lis  opinion.  2.  It  must  rcfcr  to  a  time  when  the  Lord's  people 

were  more  exclusively  called  Judah  or  Jews. 

3.  The  390  years  marking  the  time  of  the  Lord's 
forbearance,  congruity  requires  that  the  forty  also  denote 
a  season  not  of  punishment  but  of  forbearance. 

4.  It  must  date  from  some  great  national  defection. 
6.  It  must  terminate  with  a  destruction  of  Jerusalem. 
If  I  am  correct  in  these  principles,  the  answer  is  mani- 
fest. 
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After  the  Babylonish  Captivity,  Judah  is  exclusively  tux.vL.  ii.  sm 
mentioned  as  occupying  the  land  of  Israel ;  the  brother- 
hood between  Judah  and  Israel  was  not  broken  until 
then.  So  Josephus  and  Calmet  say  that  the  Israelites  z«ch.  zi.  14. 
were  called  more  exclusively  Jews  after  the  Captivity ; 
and  Lewis  says  more  particularly,  that  it  was  about  the 
timeofOnias  sonofJaddua.     The  great  national  defec- Heb.  Ant.  toi.  1. 

®  p.  17. 

tion,  after  the  return  from  the  Captivity,  was  when  the 

Jews  filled  up  the  measure  of  their  iniquity,  first  refusing 

the  ministry  of,  and  afterwards  crucifying,  the  Lord  of 

Glory ;  and  forty  years  from  the  Crucifixion,  according  to 

the  most  received  chronology,  brings  us  to  the  destruction 

of  Jerusalem   by  Titus.     I,  however,  would   commence 

from  the  ministry  of  John  the  Baptist ;  for  the  intent  of 

his  ministry  was  to  prepare  the  way  of  the  Lord,  lest  the 

earth  or  land  should  be  smitten  with  a  curse ;  and  St. 

Mark  notes  the  beginning  of  the  Grospel  of  Jesus  Christ  to 

be  the  ministry  of  John  the  Baptist ;   but  the  Lord  was  Mark,!.  1,4. 

rejected,  and  therefore  he  sent  forth  his  armies  to  smite 

Judah.     The  chronology  of  this  point  will  be  taken  up  in 

a  subsequent  part  of  this  work. 

It  may  be  objected  that  the  prophet  does  not  refer  to 
so  distant  a  period  as  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  by 
Titus ;  but  here  I  would  difier,  grounding  my  dissent  upon 
the  general  character  of  Scripture  prophecies,  some  part 
commonly  being  fulfilled  shortly  after  its  announcement, 
in  accordance  with  the  Law,  in  order  that  the  truth  of  neQt.zTtu.21.aB. 
other  predictions  respecting  more  remote  events  may  be 
sealed  or  confirmed.  We  might,  therefore,  not  only  look 
for  the  immediate  fulfilment  of  a  part,  but  also  expect  a 
distant  scene  to  be  unfolded  to  our  view.  It  is  also  in 
accordance  with  the  usage  of  the  prophet.  In  the  ninth  Esek.  ix.  1,  s. 
chapter  we  have  an  allusion  probably  to  six  overthrows  of 
Jerusalem.  But,  to  come  more  directly  to  the  point,  the 
subsequent  part  of  the  very  prophecy  which  we  have  been 
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3HAma  11.    considering  appears  to  refer  to  the  destruction  by  Titus, 
h'Dan.zu.'i.'i  if  uot,  iudccd,  to  ouc  vct  futurc. 

tt.  zxiT.  81,  ''  1  1.      •  o     i_ 

hDMt.^'  * UL  y  ^^^i  inquiry  is  respecting  the  two  limits  of  the 

^^^  420  years.    The  temple  was  dedicated  in  the  twelfth 

iiigi.ti.a8{  year  of  Solomon  and  the  seventh  months  which,  as  we 
have  seen,  gives  421  years  from  the  dedication  to  the 
destruction  of  the  temple.  The  year  before  the  destruc- 
.  xniT.  8.  tion  of  the  temple  was  a  Sabbatical  year ;  and,  upon  a 
transient  reformation  and  observance  of  the  ordinance 
respecting  that  year,  the  King  of  Babylon's  army  was 
caused  to  withdraw.  This  was  during  the  420th  year, 
and  had  that  reformation  continued,  and  the  Sabbath  been 
observed,  we  may  presume  that  the  judgments  would  have 
been  stayed ;  but  the  people  returned  again  to  their  wal- 
lowing in  the  mire — their  judgment,  therefore,  no  longer 
tarried.  Thus  the  temple  was  destroyed  the  year  after 
the  Sabbath,  and  the  42l8t  year  and  the  seventh  month 
commenced  the  seventy  Sabbaths  of  desolation. 
VeanappUed.  The  usc  to  which  I  would  apply  these  results  is  as 
follows : — There  were  390  years  from  the  fourth  of  Re- 
hoboam  to  the  eleventh  of  Zedekiah.  The  text  of  Scrip- 
ture, as  it  now  stands,  gives  in  detail  257  years  from  the 
fourth  of  Rehoboam  to  the  sixth  of  Hezekiah  inclusive. 
This,  taken  from  the  390  years,  gives  133  years  from  the 
seventh  of  Hezekiah  to  the  eleventh  of  Zedekiah  in- 
clusive, 
applied.  The  same  use  may  be  made  of  the  other  whole  num- 
ber. There  were  421  years  from  the  dedication  to  the 
destruction  of  the  temple,  or,  I  should  rather  say,  there 
were  420  years  to  the  close  of  the  last  Sabbath.  The 
number  of  years  given  in  detail,  from  the  dedication  to  the 
sixth  of  Hezekiah  inclusive,  is  287^  6",  which,  taken 
from  420,  gives  132  years,  6  months,  from  the  seventh  of 
Hezekiah  to  the  close  of  the  Sabbath  preceding  the  de- 
struction.    It  appears,  then,  that  the  133  years,  6  months, 
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from  the  seventh  of  Hezekiah  to  the  end  of  Zedekiah, 
which  was  one  year  more,  agrees  exactly  with  the  whole 
number  as  given  in  the  aggregate.  If,  therefore,  there  is 
error  in  one  part,  either  before  or  after  the  seventh  of 
Hezekiah;  there  must  be  a  corresponding  and  compensat- 
ing error  in  the  other ;  and  if  there  is  only  suspicion  of 
error  in  one  part,  and  no  trace  of  an  equivalent  error  in 
the  other,  the  aggregate  amount  which  we  have  already 
fixed  would  prevent  our  making  only  one  correction.  But 
if,  on  the  contrary,  there  is  evidence  of  error  in  one  part, 
and  some  traces  of  error  in  the  other  part,  if  the  amount  in 
one  compensate  the  amount  in  the  other,  then,  though  the 
evidence  in  one  case  may  be  faint,  yet  the  proof  upon  the 
whole  is  strong ;  and  such  is  the  case  I  advance.  There 
is  strong  evidence  of  error,  to  the  amount  often  or  eleven 
years,  in  the  reign  of  Amaziah,  as  already  shewn.  There 
are  also  traces  of  an  equivalent  and  compensating  error  of 
eleven  years  in  the  reign  of  Amon ;  and  I  conceive  that  the 
evidence  that  there  is  error  in  each  becomes  accumulated 
evidence  respecting  both  and  all  the  evidence  derived  from 
the  numbers  in  the  aggregate  besides ;  for  the  two  errors 
mutually  corroborate,  and  whatever  evidence  there  might 
be  for  the  likelihood  of  one  would  make  the  other  doubly 
probable. 

I  shall,  when  we  come  to  the  question  of  the  Jubilees, 
give  an  additional  and,  I  think,  a  very  convincing  proof. 
I,  however,  think  that  I  am  fully  justified  in  correcting 
the  reign  of  Amon  from  two  to  twelve  years.  The 
numbers,  therefore,  will  be  :  — 

yrs.    m. 

From  the  first  of  Rehoboam  to  the  last  of  Ah'aziah  .  •  94  0 
From  the  first  of  Athaliah  to  the  sixth  of  Hezekiah  . .  154  0 
From  the  seventh  of  Hezekiah  to  the  end  of  Zedekiah     143     6 


391     6 
These  are  the  numbers,  according  to  what  would  appear 
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CHArmn.  probable  from  comparing  the  cross  dates  in  Israel  and 
Judah,  as  shewn  in  the  preceding  tables.  According  to 
the  length  of  reigns  in  Judah,  the  numbers  would  be,  with 
the  one  correction  above  mentioned,  95,  164,  and  143 
years  and  six  months,  which,  I  doubt  not,  are  the  correct 
numbers,  or  a  near  approximation  to  them.  It  agrees 
exactly  with  the  average  struck  from  fifty  authorities 
given  in  the  Appendix,  which  shews  at  least  that  it  is  not 
an  extreme  view.  The  two  sums  in  the  aggregate,  420 
and  390,  and  the  amount  of  years  given  for  the  reigns  in 
Judah,  accord  ;  and,  from  the  separation  of  the  ten  tribes 
to  the  time  of  their  going  into  captivity,  there  were, 
according  to  the  reigns  in  each  kingdom,  250  years.  I 
shall  shew,  subsequently,  that  all  of  the  Jubilees  and 
Sabbatical  years,  as  far  as  I  know,  which  are  mentioned  or 
alluded  to  in  this  portion  of  Scripture  chronology,  are  by 
this  scheme  brought  into  harmony  ;  and,  as  I  believe  that 
all  these  cannot  be  made  to  approximate  by  any  other 
hypothesis,  I  think  I  may  say  that  this  arrangement  has 
greater  probability  of  approaching  to  the  true  account 
than  any  other  of  which  I  am  aware. 

The  following  chapter  will  embrace  a  more  minute 
discussion  respecting  the  chronology  of  the  three  last 
Kings  of  Judah  in  connexion  with  the  dates  of  Nebuchad- 
nezzar's  reign. 


APPENDIX  TO  CHAPTER  II. 


Des  Vignoles  has  collected  several  authorities  for  the 
time  between  the  foundation  and  destruction  of  the  temple  :- 


space  of 


m 


Marsham 400  0 

Des  Vignoles 412  3 

K.  Azarias 418  0 

R.  Levi,  son  of  Gerson  419  0 

L.  Capel 420  0 

Codomanus 422  3 

Funcius 423  0 

Tomiellus 423  0 

Petavius 423  0 

Salian 424  0 

Usher 424  0 

Chronicle  of  Alexandria  425  0 

Riccioli    426  0 

Scaliger 427  0 

Behm 427  0 

J.  Capel 427  0 

Lightfoot    427  0 

Beroaldus   428  0 


Bunting 

Du  Temps 

Emmius 

Eavius     

Kimchi    

B.  Abraham 

Grenebrand 

F.  Henny  Philip 

Bucholcer  

Eeusner 

Eutichius,  Patriarch  of 

Alexandria   

R.  Abraham  

The  False  Philo 

Cedrenus 

Luther 

Josephus 

Ditto   


428 
428 
428 
429 
429 
430 
430 
430 
431 
431 

433 
433 
442 
442 
460 
460 
470 


To  these  I  add  from  Sarson : — 


Mangoldus 420 

Broughton 427 

K.  Abraham  ben  David  427 

Mercator 428 

Bibliander 432 


m 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 


We  may  mention  in  addition, 

Allen ....;..  420^  0° 

Drake 426    0 

Bedford 430    0 


m 


0 
0 
0 
0 
6 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
6 
6 


Gualther 435  0 

Flinspachius 435  0 

Bullenger    440  0 

Sarson 440  6 


Playfair 43l'   o" 

Cunninghame 439    0 

Hales 441     0 


If  we  strike  an  average,  it  makes  428  years  and  nearly  a  half,  from 
the  foundation  to  the  destruction  of  the  temple.  According  to  my 
calculation,  there  were  from  the  first  of  Behoboam  to  the  destruction 
391  years  6  months.  The  temple  was  founded  the  second  month  of 
the  fourth  of  Solomon,  so  36'  II"  +  391'  G"  =  428'  5". 


CHAPTER  III. 

THB  RELATION  OF  THE  REIGNS  IN  JUDAH  TO  THE  TEARS 

OF  NEBUCHADNEZZAR. 

chaptoiii.  I  PROCEED  to  attempt  fixing  the  commeocements  and 

terminations  of  the  three  last  reigns  in  Judah  with  rela- 
tion to  the  reign  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  in  doing  which  all 
the  following  points  must  be  harmonised  : 
jer.  xxT.  1.  The  fourth  of  Jehoiakim  must  be  partly  parallel  with 

Dan.  1. 1, 2.        the  first  of  Nebuchadnezzar ;  yet  in  his  third  year  he  was 
taken  captive  by  the  Chaldean  monarch ;  notwithstand- 
a  Kings,  xxiii.  36;  inff  Jehoiakim  reigned  eleven  years,  and  was  taken  captive 

8Chron.zxxTi.5;       °  '='  J  f  r 

Jer.  m.  28.         in  the  seventh  year  of  Nebuchadnezzar. 

2King8,xxiT.i2.  Jccouiah  was  taken  captive  in  the  eighth  of  Nebu- 
chadnezzar. 

jer.xxviii.1.  The  first  year  of  Zedekiah  was  the  fourth  year  from 

something. 

Eiek.  i.  1, 2.  The  fifth  year  of  Jeconiah's  captivity  was  the  thirtieth 

year  from  something. 

comp.  2  Kings.  The  ninth  of  Zedekiah  and  the  tenth  month  was  the 

zxT.l.withEzek. 

jcxiv.  1, 2.  ninth  of  Jeconiah's  captivity. 

Jer.  zxzu.  1.  Zcdckiah's  tenth  year  and  Nebuchadnezzar's  eighteenth 

partly  synchronised. 

From  the  fourth  month  and  ninth  day  in  the  eleventh 
comp.  Jer.  lii.  6,  vcar  of  Zedekiah  to  the  tenth  month  and  fifth  day  in  the 

7,  with  Ezek.         ''  .,  ,, 

"^•21.  twelfth  year  of  Jeconiahs  captivity  could  not  be  more 

than  six  months. 

Lastly,  Nebuchadnezzar's  vision,  in  the  second  year 
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of  his  reign,  was  interpreted  by  Daniel,  who  was  taken  dull 6;  ill 
captive  with  Jehoiakim. 

The  fourth  year  of  Jehoiakim  was  the  first  of  Nebu-  Jehoiakim. 

''  Jer.  zzT.  1. 

chadnezzar ;  and  it  clearly  appears^  from  the  context  in 
Jeremiah,  that  up  to  that  time  the  Chaldeans  had  not 
advanced  against  Jerusalem ;  for  it  is  mentioned  as  still 
future,  "  Behold,  I  will  send  and  take  ....  Nebuchad- jer.  xxt.  7-9. 
nezzar  king  of  Babylon."     It  was,  therefore,  after  the 
fourth  year  of  Jehoiakim's  reign  that  Nebuchadnezzar  came 
against  him;   he  then  became   servant  to  the  King  of 
Babylon  for  three  years,  "  then,"  after  that,  "  he  turned  a  Kings,  xxiv.  1. 
and  rebelled  against  him ;"  this,  of  course,  accounts  for 
seven  years,  and  leaves  not  more  than  four  out  of  the  whole 
eleven  years  of  Jehoiakim's  reign  to  be  accounted  for ;  at 
the  end  of  which  period  he  was  bound  in  chains  to  be 
carried  to  Babylon.      But  Daniel  says,  that  it  was   in  2  chron.  xxxri. 
the  third  year  of  Jehoiakim  that  Nebuchadnezzar  came 
against  him,  add  then  he  was  bound  in  order  to  be  taken  Dan.  1. 1,  s. 
to  Babylon.    This  appears  easily  and  satisfactorily  recon- 
ciled with  the  other  account,  by  our  understanding  Daniel 
to  speak   of  Jehoiakim's  independent  reign^  reckoning 
from  the  time  that  he  rebelled  against  Nebuchadnezzar ; 
the  dates  would  therefore  be  thus  arranged : — 

Jeremiah's  prophecy  was  in  the  fourth  of  Jehoiakim  4  Jer.  xxy.  1. 

From  that  to  the  commencement  of  his  servitude  . .  1  jer.  xxxvi.  9. 

Period  of  service 3  2  Kings,  xxIt.  1. 

Duration  of  independent  reign   3  Dan.  1. 1. 

Length  of  the  whole  reign *   11        2Sl!SSJid  V 

It  would  also  follow  that  Jehoiakim  was  taken  captive 
in  the  seventh  of  Nebuchadnezzar.    This  is  confirmed  by 
a  reference  to  Jeremiah,  who  mentions  a  captivity  in  the  jK'i^^]cm*36. 
seventh  of  Nebuchadnezzar ;   and  Jeconiah,   only  three  SS^^^i?"' 
months  afterwards,  having  been  taken  in  the  eighth  of  SsouMd? 
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cuAma,  III.    Nebuchadnezzary  necessarily  makes  the  captivity  of  Je- 
hoiakim  to  be  that  of  the  seventh  of  Nebuchadnezzar. 

Jehoiakim  having  been  captured  in  the  eleventh  year 
of  his  reign,  and  that  year  having  partly  synchronised 
with  the  seventh  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  and  the  fourth  of 
Jehoiakim  having  also  partly  corresponded  with  the  first 
of  Nebuchadnezzar,  it  follows  that  Nebuchadnezzar's  first 
year  was  connumerary  with  the  latter  part  of  Jehoiakim's 
fourth  and  with  the  former  part  of  his  fifth  year. 

We  may  further  learn  at  what  time  of  the  year  Je* 
hoiakim  ceased  to  reign.     Jeconiah,  who  succeeded  him, 

2Chron.zzzTi.9,  reigned  three  months  and  ten  days,  and  his  reign  ter- 
minated ''at  the  return  of  the  year"  in  spring,  as  is 

ichron.zz.  1.    evident  from  the  recurrence  of  the  same  expression,  ac« 

2Sain.xi.  1.  compauicd  with  the  illustrative  remark,  ''At  the  time 
that  kings  go  forth  [to  battle],"  which  surely  was  at  the 
spring,  and  not  at  the  fall  of  the  year:  allusion  is  made  to 

Abib,"  green     this  in  the  vcry  names  of  the  month.     Jehoiakim  must. 


«( 


ears. 


Nisan,"  month   therefore,  have  ceased  to  reign  somewhere  about  the  end 

of  war. — Godwin.  ,  ^i  .  i 

of  the  ninth  month,  or  Chislew. 
jer.zxvi.  1,2;  Jchoiakim's  reign  commenced   at  one  of  the  three 

Deut.  xvl.  16.  ^  ,  ,  _  . 

great  leasts  when  every  male  came  up  to  worship  at 
Jerusalem.  Archbishop  Usher  and  Cradock  suppose  it 
was  the  feast  of  tabernacles;  if  so,  Jehoiakim  reigned 
only  ten  years  and  three  months.  I  therefore  believe  his 
reign  to  have  commenced  at  the  feast  in  the  beginning 
of  the  year ;  and  as  it  ended  with  the  close  of  the  ninth 
or  beginning  of  the  tenth  month,  he  reigned  in  all  ten 
years  and  nine  mouths. 
8  Kings,  xxiv.  12.  Jcconiah,  who  succeeded  Jehoiakim,  was  taken  captive 
in  the  eighth  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  and  Jehoiakim  was 
taken  captive  in  the  seventh  of  Nebuchadnezzar.  Now,  if 
Jeconiah  succeeded  immediately  upon  the  deposition  of 
Jehoiakim,  there  being  only  three  months  between  these 
'  two  events,  we  get  an  approximation  to  the  conclusion  of 
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one  year  of  Nebuchadnezzar's  reign,  and  the  commence- 
ment of  the  next ;  according  to  which,  the  eighth  of  Ne- 
buchadnezzar commenced  some  time  between  the  ninth 
and  first  of  the  Jewish  months. 

Jehoiakim  therefore  commenced  to  reign  in  or  before 
the  month  Abib,  and  he  ended  about  the  close  of  the 
ninth  or  beginning  of  the  tenth  month.  He  reigned  ten 
years  and  about  as  many  months.  His  fourth  year  was 
connumerary  with  the  first  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  in  whose 
seventh  year  he  was  taken  captive. 

Jeconiah,  who  succeeded  Jehoiakim,  was  taken  cap- 
tive in  Nebuchadnezzar's  eighth  year :  hence  the  first  of 
Zedekiah,  the  successor  of  Jeconiah,  was  connumerary 
with  the  eighth  of  Nebuchadnezzar. 

The  reign  of  Zedekiah  appears  to  me  the  exception  to  zedeidah. 
the  general  rule  I  mentioned  in  the  preceding  chapter, 
that  the  reigns  were  recorded  in  entire  years,  commencing 
fi'om  Abib;  for  the  precise  month  in  which  this  reign 
began,  as  also  that  in  which  it  terminated,  are  both 
noted.  This,  however,  is  not  properly  an  exception,  for 
the  record  is  not  in  the  historical  books  which  were 
alone  regulated  by  this  canon,  but  in  the  writings  of  the 
Prophets,  which  were  not  so  influenced. 

The  precise  period  of  the  commencement  of  Zedekiah's 
reign  may  be  learned  from  an  expression  of  Jeremiah : 
''And  it  came  to  pass  in  the  same  year,  in  the  beginning 
of  the  reign  of  Zedekiah,  in  the  fourth  year,*  in  the  Jifth  ^er.  xxvm.^, 
month.''  From  this  expression  I  gather  that  Zedekiah 
actually  commenced  to  reign  "  in  the  fifth  month,"  which 
is  confirmed  by  what  the  same  prophet  says  respecting 
the  close  of  his  reign.  When  speaking  of  the  time  of  his 
prophesying,  Jeremiah  says  that  ^'  it  came  •  •..  •  unto  the 

*  Not  the  fourth  year  of  Zedekiah,  for  it  could  not  he  called  the 
heginning  of  his  reign,  if  more  than  one-third  had  expired.  What 
''fourth  jear"  it  ]»  will  be  subsequently  discussed. 
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chaptmi  m.  end  of  the  eleventh  year  of  Zedekiah,  the  son  of  Josiah, 
king  of  Judah,    unto   the   carrying  away  of  Jerusalem 

jer.Ls.  captive  in  the  fifth  month;"  this  clearly  appears  to  be  the 

captivity  of  the  nineteenth  of  Nebuchadnezzar.     Now  I 

jer.iu.  12;        couccivc  that   ''the   end  of  the  eleventh  of  Zedekiah" 

8  EJngB»  zxT.  8, 9. 

means  that  his  eleventh  year  was  completed  in  the  fifth 
month,  in  the  nineteenth  year  of  Nebuchadnezzar.  It 
does  not  denote  the  time  when  the  king  actually  ceased 

jer.  m.  6-9.  to  reign  (for  that  was  in  the  fourth  month),  and  it  does 
not  say  unto  the  end  of  the  reign  of  Zedekiah,  but  unto 
the  end  of  the  eleventh  year  of  Zedekiah  .  •  •  •  in  the  fifth 
month,  nor  does  it  mark  the  close  of  Jeremiah's  predic- 

jer.xu.i;xm.7;  tions,  for  hc  prophesied  after  that  date.  It  must  be, 
therefore,  the  month  in  which  the  eleventh  year  of  the 
king  was  completed. 

A  similar  expression  of  Ezekiel,  "  The  beginning  of 

Esek.  xi.  1.  the  year,"  is  strictly  interpreted  by  Jarchi  to  mean  the 
very  commencement  of  the  year ;  so  I  conceive  "  the 
beginning  of  the  reign"  denotes  strictly  the  very  com- 
mencement, and  not  four  or  five  years,  or  even  four  or 
five  months  after.  I  found  this  an  important  point  in 
reconciling  some  of  the  dates. 

Zedekiah  therefore  began  to  reign  in  the  fifth  month 
in  the  eighth  of  Nebuchadnezzar :  he  reigned  ten  years 
and  eleven  months,  and  ceased  to  reign  in  the  fourth 
month  in  the  nineteenth  of  Nebuchadnezzar.  As,  how- 
ever, Zedekiah  began  to  reign  in  the  fifth  month  in  the 
eighth  year  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  and  Jeconiah  was  deposed 
in  the  first  month,  there  must  have  been  an  interregnum 
of  about  three  months,  when  Zedekiah  went  from  Jeru- 

Esek.xyii.  13,16,  salem,  in  all  probability,  to  swear  obedience  to  Nebu- 

comp.  2  chron.   chaduczzar,  who  does  not  seem  to  have  been  actuallv  in 

xxxvi.  10  with  ,  •' 

2^King8.  xxiv.  10,  the  holy  city  at  that  time,  though  probably  he  was 
near  it. 

This  interregnum    also    appears    likely,   from   there 
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having  been  two  captivities  between  the  deposition  of 

Jeconiah  and  the  elevation  of  Zedekiah  to  the  throne; 

one  of  ten  thousand  men  of  mig:ht,  the  other  of  seven  2  Kings,  xziT.ii, 

16;  iee  «l»o 

thousand  men  of  might.  Je>f-  «*»•  >.  «• 

The  captivity  in  the  18th  of  Nebuchadnezzar  was 
probably  of  some  whom  he  took  with  him  when  he  retired 
from  before  Jerusalem,  in  consequence  of  the  advance  of 
the  Egyptians. 

The  captivity  of  the  twenty-third  of  Nebuchadnezzar 
was,  according  to  Josephus,  of  the  Jews  who  had  fled  to 
Egypt ;  but  see  Jer.  xliv.  12, 13,  and  Ezek.  xxix.  17,  xxx. 
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CHAPTER  IV. 


ON  THE  JUBILEAN  AND  SABBATICAL  YBARS. 


CHArmiv.  In  the  commencement  of  Ezekiel  an  era  is  mentioned 

indefinitely  as  if  it  were  a  known  chronological  date, 

Exek.  1. 1.  "  Now  it  came  to  pass  in  the  thirtieth  year ;"  the  relation 

which  the  date  of  Jeconiah's  captivity  bears  to  it,  is  men- 

Ecek.i.2.  tioned  in  the  following  verse,  "in  the  fifth  year  of  Je- 

coniah's  captivity;"  and  this  reckoning  is  subsequently 
preserved  throughout  the  book  of  Ezekiel,  "  the  thirtieth 
year*'  being  mentioned  in  the  beginning  as  if  to  fix  the 
general  chronology.  Doubts  have  been  entertained  respect- 
ing the  epoch  to  which  this  thirtieth  year  relates.    It  could 

Not  the  30th  of    not  bc  the  thirtieth  of  the  Chaldean  monarch,  for,  beins: 

Nebuchadnezzar.  ^  ... 

the  fifth  of  Jeconiah's  captivity,  it  was  the  thirteenth  of 
Not  of  the  JewUh  Nebuchadnezzar ;   nor  could   it  be  the   thirtieth  of  the 

king. 

Jewish  king,  for  the  fifth  of  Jeconiah's  captivity  was  no 
more  than  the  fifth  of  Zedekiah's  reign ;  while  the  idea  of 
some  few,  that  it  is  to  be  understood  as  denoting  the  age 
of  the  prophet,  appears  so  improbable,  that  it  need  not  be 
examined. 

Another  view,  better  supported  than  any  of  the  fore- 
Thirty  yeanfrom  going,  is,  that  it  was  the  thirtieth  year  fi*om  the  time 
newed  the  cove-  when  Josiah  rcuewcd  the  covenant  with  the  people,  or 
from  the  finding  of  the  Law.''^   This,  doubtless^  was  an  im- 
portant event ;  but  we  may  not  assume,  without  any  inti- 

*  The  Jews  affirm  that  the  eighteenth  of  Josiah,  when  the  Law 
was  found  in  the  temple,  was  a  Jubilee. 
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mation  to  that  effect,  that  it  was  made  a  chronological 
epoch,  nor  does  it  seem  in  any  way  connected  with  the 
subject  of  the  prophecies. 

The  most  probable  idea  is  that  *^  the  thirtieth  year"  J^S^  *°°* 
dates  from  the  previous  Jubilee.     This  has  the  authority  SS^Ibi^dSlSan 
of  the  Jews,  whose  testimony  upon  such  a  point  1  should  and  AbnbutMi 
think  almost  conclusive.     It  is,  moreover,  a  knovm  chro-  Jeromeandxh©©- 

'  '  doret  held  the 

nological  era,  having  been  so  appointed  by  God.  §ame  opinion. 

There  may  have  been  a  special  reason  why  Ezekiel 
computed  the  time  from  the  Jubilee.  The  subsequent  Eiek.  vii.  is. 
part  of  the  prophecy  alludes  to  its  recurrence,  intimating, 
that  though  it  was  then  distant,  yet,  at  the  time  of  its 
return,  the  Jews  would  still  be  in  captivity ;  "  The  time  is 
come — the  day  draweth  near;"  the  day  of  Jerusalem's 
overthrow  was  at  hand.  "  Let  not  the  buyer  rejoice,  nor 
the  seller  mourn,  for  wrath  is  upon  all  the  multitude 
thereof.  For  the  seller  shall  not  return  to  that  which  is 
sold,  although  they  were  still  alive."  The  buyer  is  not  to 
rejoice  at  his  purchase,  supposing  that  he  will  possess  the 
land  for  twenty  years.  The  seller  is  not  to  mourn  at 
parting  with  his  possession,  for,  under  any  circumstances, 
he  would  soon  lose  it ;  nor  would  he  even  return  to  his 
possession  at  the  recurrence  of  the  Jubilee,  even  though 
he  might  be  "  among  the  living  ;"  "  for  the  vision  touch-  Eiek.  vil  la,  la. 
ing  the  whole  multitude  thereof  shall  not  return,"  i.e.  aa.  ' 
shall  not  be  void.  Now  we  could  not  know  the  force  of 
this  prediction  did  we  not  know  how  far  distant  was  the 
year  of  release. 

This  idea  of  a  Jubilean  date  is  strengthened  by  a 
second  date  which  occurs  in  the  same  prophet;  ''  In  the  Ezek.xi.i. 
five-and-twentieth  year  of  our  captivity,  in  the  beginning 
of  the  year,  in  the  tenth  [day]  of  the  month."  Upon 
which  Jarchi  challenges,  ^*  What  year  begins  on  the  tenth 
of  the  month,  but  that  of  the  Jubilee?"  For  this  the  Ley. xxv. 9. 
Jewish  interpreter  has  Scriptural  warrant.     But  if  the 
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chaptpiv.  twenty-fifth  of  Jeconiah's  captivity  was  a  Jubilee,  the 
Exek.  L  1,2.  fifth  was  the  thirtieth  from  the  Jubilee  preceding.  These 
two  marks,  therefore,  mutually  confirm  each  other ;  and 
there  was  something  gloriously  appropriate,  as  well  as 
consoling  to  the  prophet,  in  the  year  of  Jubilee  being 
ushered  in  by  a  vision  of  the  city  whose  name  is  "  The 
Lord  is  there." 

*'  According  to  the  tradition  of  the  Gaonim,  preserved 
by  Maimonides,  '  only  Sh'mittahs  were  kept,  and  no 
Jobel,  after  the  return  from  Babylon.'  " — Brown,  Ordo 
ScBC.y  p.  290,  §  276.  I  suppose  it  was  after  the  desola- 
tion, in  Ezra's  reformation ;  from  which  time,  therefore, 
we  must  look  for  the  recurrence  of  the  Sabbath  every 
seventh  year,  without  any  intervention  of  the  fiftieth 
year. 

ON  THE  SABBATICAL  YEARS. 

The  fourth  year.         It  is  Said  in  Jeremiah,  that  the  beginning  of  the  reign 

Jer.  xxviii.  I .  o  o  o 

of  Zedekiah,  and  the  fifth  month,  was  *'  the  fourth  year." 
This  has  not  uncommonly  been  taken  for  the  fourth  year 
from  the  preceding  Sabbath,  and  I  think  rightly ;  indeed, 
it  could  be  no  other,  for  it  was  the  first  of  Zedekiah,  as 
the  text  declares,  and,  therefore,  the  eighth  of  Nebuchad- 

jer.  xxviii.  3.  uczzar.  Pcrhaps  an  expression  in  verse  3  shews,  though 
but  faintly,  a  cause  why  the  date  from  the  Sabbath  should 
be  mentioned.     Hananiah  says  to  Jeremiah,  "  Within  the 

The  article  is  in   two  ycars."     Now  to  what  do  '  the  two  years  '  point?     I 

the  Hebrew.  ,     "^  J  f 

think  to  the  ushering  in  of  the  next  Sabbath ;  the  form  of 
expression  used  by  the  false  prophet  implying  that  they 
were  in  the  fourth  year,  which,  together  with  "  the  two," 
made  the  completion  of  the  sixth  year  when  the  Sabbath 
commenced ;  the  speech  being  equivalent  to  his  saying, 
"  By  the  next  Sabbatical  year  our  yoke  shall  be  broken  ; 
in  the  year  of  rest  we  shall  have  a  season  of  refreshing." 
Zedekiah.^  I  think  I  cau  glean  an  intimation  of  another  Sab« 
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batical  period.     In  the  tenth  of  Zedekiah  and  eighteenth 
of  Nebuchadnezzar,  the  King  of  Babylon's  army   was 
besieging  Jerusalem,  at  which  time  Jeremiah  was  confined 
in  the   court  of  the   prison.     This,  therefore,   was  the  Jer.xxxii.  1.2. 
re-investment  of  Jerusalem,  after  the  siege  had  once  been 
raised   on  account  of  the  approach  of  the  Egyptians, 
Jeremiah  having  been  imprisoned  in  consequence  of  an 
attempt  to  escape  when  the  Chaldean  army  retired.    The 
siege  was  raised  in  the  Sabbatical  year,  when  "  Zedekiah  Jer.xxxyu.  11-15. 
had  made  a  covenant  with  all  the  people  which  [were] 
at  Jerusalem,  to  proclaim   liberty  unto   them."      Upon  Jer.amdv.s-n. 
Nebuchadnezzar's   retreat,  they  immediately   brake   the 
covenant,  and,  in  consequence,  the  city  was   again  en- 
compassed, and  finally  destroyed.*  Thus  we  learn  that  the 
tenth  of  Zedekiah  was  a  Sabbatical  year.     Now  these  two 
Sabbatical  periods  mutually  confirm  each  other ;  for,  if 
the  first  of  Zedekiah  and  the  fifth  month  was  the  fourth 
from  the  Sabbath,  the  first  of  Zedekiah  and  the  seventh 
month  would  be  the  commencement  of  the  fifth  year  from 
the  Sabbath.    Then  the  third  of  Zedekiah  and  the  seventh 
month  would  enter  upon  a  Sabbath,  and   the  tenth  of 
Zedekiah  and  the  seventh  month  would  commence  the 
next  Sabbatical  year. 

I  will  now  mention  a  difiiculty  which  lono:  embar- sabbatio  and  Ja- 

bilean  yean  in 

rassed  me.     From  comparing  2  Kings,  xxv.  1,  with  Ezek.  5*5^^^^®®*   , 
xxiv.  1,  2,  we  learn  that  the  ninth  of  Zedekiah's  reign  J[*^p*®''- "*^- 
and  tenth  month,  was  also  the  ninth  of  Jeconiah's  cap- 
tivity.    But  if  the  first  of  Zedekiah  was  the  fourth  from  Jer.xxviii.  1. 
the  Sabbath,  the  fifth  of  Zedekiah's  reign,  and  also  of 
Jeconiah's  captivity,  was   the  first  from   the   following 

*  According  to  the  Hebrews,  both  temples  were  destroyed  in  years 
immediately  succeeding  Sabbaths.  In  the  accompanymg  table  it  will 
be  seen  that  the  destruction  of  the  first  temple  was  so ;  and,  when  I 
come  to  the  chronology  of  the  seventy  weeks,  I  shall  shew  that  it  was 
also  the  case  with  regard  to  the  second  temple. 
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Chaptie  IV. 
Eiek.  i.  1,  S. 


Ley.  zxY.  8,  9. 


Tears  of  Jeoo- 
iiUh*8  captivity, 
reckoned  firom 
ccnnmencement 
in  Babylon. 


Esra,  Til.  9. 

Comp.  Jer.  lii.  6, 
with  Eiek.  xxziii. 
21 ;  and  see  the 
table. 


Ezek.  zxiy.  26, 27, 
with  xxziii.  21 ; 
and  2  Kings, 
2, 8,  9. 


Ley. 


.9. 


Sabbath  ;  but  the  fifth  of  Jeconiah's  captiyity  was  the 
thirtieth  from  the  Jubilee,  and,  consequently,  casting  out 
the  sevens,  the  second  from  the  Sabbath;  then,  if  the 
Sabbatic  and  Jubilean  eras  were  confluent,  either  I  am 
mistaken  in  the  Sabbatic  and  Jubilean  character  of  the 
above  passages,  or  else  I  must  point  out  some  way  of 
making  them  coincide. 

The  Jubilean  era  was  clearly  dependent  upon  the 
Sabbatical  revolutions ;  for,  immediately  after  fixing  the 
Sabbatical  year,  the  inspired  lawgiver  adds,  "  And  thou 
shalt  number  seven  Sabbaths  of  years  unto  thee,  seven 
times  seven  years,  and  the  space  of  the  seven  Sabbaths  of 
years  shall  be  forty-and-nine  years.  Then  shalt  thou 
cause  the  trumpet  of  the  Jubilee  to  sound  on  the  tenth 
of  the  seventh  month  ....  and  ye  shall  hallow  the  fiftieth 
year."  As  I  have  already  stated  why  the  above-mentioned 
passages  relate  to  Sabbatic  and  Jubilean  periods,  I  will 
proceed  to  point  out  how  they  coincide. 

The  years  of  Jeconiah's  captivity  were  reckoned  from 
their  commencement  in  Babylon.  Jeconiah*s  captivity  at 
Babylon  would  commence  about  six  months  after  his 
deposition  at  Jerusalem ;  for  Ezra,  returning  from  the 
Captivity,  with  all  speed,  took  full  four  months.  And 
one  who  escaped  from  Jerusalem,  and  fled  to  tell  Ezekiel 
that  the  city  was  smitten,  took  from  the  fourth  month  and 
ninth,  to  the  tenth  month  and  fifth  day,  (a  period  of  six 
months  within  four  days),  to  go  not  much  farther.  This 
instance,  by  the  way,  is  a  very  convincing  argument 
against  the  idea  that  the  captivity  of  Jeconiah  commenced 
as  soon  as  the  reign  of  Zedekiah,  else  the  time  consumed 
by  the  messenger  had  been  unaccountably  long,  viz.  a 
year  and  a  half. 

Jeconiah  was  deposed  some  time  about  Abib ;  an 
addition  of  half  a  year  would  extend  the  time  to  that 
month  which  was  first  in  the  Jubilean  computation  ;  and 
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as,  in  Ezekiel;  the  date  of  his  captivity  is  immediately 
connected  with  the  reckoning  from  the  Jubilee^  we  may 
safely  infer  that  the  years  of  each  were  strictly  concur- 
rent. Thus,  in  Ezek.  xl.  the  date  from  this  captivity  isEiek.zLi. 
accompanied  with  the  expression,  "  In  the  beginning  of 
the  year,  on  the  tenth  day  of  the  month  ; "  this  was  the 
tenth  of  Tizri,  when  the  Jubilee  commenced.  In  the 
same  verse  it  is  added,  **  In  the  selfsame  day."  But  to 
what  event,  which  occurred  on  the  selfsame  day,  does  this 
refer  ?  Not  to  the  smiting  of  the  city,  for  that  took  place 
on  the  seventh  day  of  the  fifth  month  ;  therefore  it  must  2KiDg8,xxr.8. 
refer  to  the  captivity  of  Jecouiah,  for  we  have  no  choice 
but  between  these  two  events.  Jeconiah's  captivity  in 
Babylon,  therefore,  commenced  upon  the  tenth  day  of  the 
seventh  month  ;  but  the  reign  of  Zedekiah  is  dated  from 
the  fifth  month  after  the  dethronement,  but  two  months  Jer,iawm.  i. 
before  the  captivity  of  Jeconiah  in  Babylon  commenced ; 
and  thus,  though  the  ninth  of  Zedekiah  and  the  tenth 
month  was  also  the  ninth  of  Jeconiah's  captivity,  yet  the 
ninth  of  Zedekiah  and  the  fifth  month  was  only  the 
eighth  of  Jeconiah's  captivity.  see  the  Table. 

In  this  manner  the  two  Sabbatic  dates  not  only  har- 
monise with  each  other,  but  also  with  the  two  Jubilean 
periods;  and  though,  perhaps,  the  argument  in  support 
of  any  one  taken  singly  might  not  be  convincing,  yet  all 
the  four  being  in  accord,  the  evidence  in  support  of  each 
may  be  urged  as  mutually  corroborative  of  all. 

Thus  the  fiftieth  year  was  the  Jubilee,  as  the  plain  Jabueeeyerysoth 
language  of  Scripture  indicates,  and  as  the  Jews  generally 
testify.*     But  modern  chronologists  try   to  make  the 

*  "  The  Jubilee  followed  seven  Sabbatic  years,  i.  e,  was  the  fiftieth 

^ear,  Lev.  xxv.  8;   Josephus,  Ant.  iii.  12,  13;  Fhilo  de  Gantate, 

p.  404;  De  Septenario,  pp.  1178,  1188.    To  this  statement  the  Jews 

generally,  their  Babbins,  and  the  Garaites  agree,  and  say  Airther, 

that  the  argument  of  those  who  maintain  that  it  was  on  the  forty- 
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CHAPTgR  IV.  Jubilee  recur  every  forty-ninth  year,  wishing  to  make 
the  typical  ordinances  of  Moses  conform  with  some  astro- 
nomical cycle ;  they  cannot,  however,  make  their  theory 
accord  with  the  legal  precision  of  the  language  of 
Leviticus, 
th  Sabbath  not         To  considcr  the  seventh  Sabbath  as  also  the  Jubilee 

he  Jubiloe. 

directly  contradicts  Scripture,  which  says  that  there  shall 
be  numbered  a  space  of  seven  Sabbaths  of  years,  and  the 

.eT.xzT.8,10,11.  Jubilee  shall  be  the  fiftieth  year. 

abuee  not  half       Some,  therefore,  have  supposed  forty-nine  complete 

he  7th  Sabbath  .  ^"^  . 

nd  half  tucceed- years  to  be  a  Jubilean  cycle  with  the  addition  of  one 

Qgyear.  ''  ''  ^  ^ 

year  upon  the  whole  series,  the  fiftieth  being  composed  of 
the  six  last  months  of  the  forty-ninth  Sabbatic  year,  and 
six  months  from  the  newly  commencing  series.  Ac- 
cording to  this  view,  as  the  Jubilee  commenced  in  au- 
tumn, the  Sabbath  must  have  begun  in  spring ;  but  this 
does  not  meet  the  language  of  Scripture.  "  Six  years 
thou  shalt  sow  thy  field,  and  six  years  thou  shalt  prune 
thy  vineyard,  and  gather  in  the  fruit  thereof;  but  in  the 
seventh  year   shall   be   a   sabbath   of  rest ;    thou   shalt 

.ev.xxv.3,4.  neither  sow  thy  field  nor  prune  thy  vineyard."  The  Law 
contemplates  their  sowing  and  reaping  for  six  years ;  but, 
if  the  Sabbath  commenced  in  spring,  they  could  not  reap 
on  the  Sabbatic  year  that  which  was  sown  the  preceding 
autumn,  nor  could  they  reap  the  first  year  after  the 
Sabbath,  because  they  did  not  sow  in  the  Sabbath :  hence 
they  could  only  sow  hopefully  or  reap  profitably  for  five 
years.  Clearly  then  in  the  Qabbatic  computation  the  seed- 
time preceded  the  harvest-time  in  the  same  year. 

«▼.  XXV.  8, 9.  Again,  seven  Sabbaths  of  years,  no  more  and  no  less, 

ninth,  for  the  reason  that  the  omission  to  till  the  ground  for  two 
years  in  succession,  viz.  the  forty-ninth  and  fiftieth,  would  produce  a 
famine,  is  not  to  be  attended  to ;  because,  these  years  of  rest  being 
known  long  beforehand,  the  people  would,  of  course,  lay  up  provision 
for  them." — Jahn,  ArchceoL  Bib.  ch.  iii.  §  350. 
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were  to  be  completed  before  sounding  the  Jubilee;  the 
years,  therefore,  must  have  been  wholly  concurrent. 
Moreover,  there  was  a  special  restraint  from  sowing  in  Lev."?. ii. 
the  Jubilee  as  well  as  in  the  Sabbath ;  but  if  one  began 
in  the  spring,  and  the  other  in  the  autumn  of  the  same 
year,  the  restraint  from  sowing  in  the  Sabbath  would 
include  the  Jubilee  also,  for  before  the  following  autumn 
the  Jubilee  would  be  over. 

Another  view  is,  that  the  Jubilee  was  the  fiftieth  year, 
but  that  it  also  counted  as  the  first  year  of  the  first  week 
of  the  following  series.  But  a  Sabbath  consisted  of  six 
years  of  sowing  and  reaping,  and  a  seventh  year  of  rest. 
Then  we  are  told,  not  only  that  there  should  be  a  space 
of  forty-nine  years,  but  that  that  space  should  be  seven 
Sabbaths.  If,  moreover,  the  Jubilee  was  also  counted  as 
the  first  year  of  the  next  Sabbatic  week,  then  there  would 
be  only  a  space  of  forty-eight  instead  of  forty-nine  years 
intervening. 

Having  gone  at  length  into  this  subject  to  shew  that 
the  Sabbath  and  Jubilee  were  two  consecutive  years  of 
restraint,  and  that  two  Jubilees  formed  a  period  of  a 
hundred  years,  I  will  proceed  to  examine  the  only  inti- 
mation mentioned  of  a  Sabbatical  and  Jubilean  period 
together. 

Sennacherib  came  against  Hezekiah  in  his  fourteenth  2  Kings,  zym.  13. 
year :  in  those  days  he  was  sick,  and  fifteen  years  were 
added  to  his  life,  and  deliverance  was  promised  from  the  2  Kings,  xx.  c. 
King  of  Assyria,  which  was  confirmed  by  the  promise  that 
they  should  eat  that  which  grew  of  itself  for  that  and  the 
succeeding  year. 

Hezekiah,  in  all  probability,  actually  began  to  reign 
shortly  before  Abib,  and  I  have  no  doubt  that  his  reign  2Chron.xxix.3, 
reckoned  from  that  month;  but  the  Sabbaths  and  Ju- 
bilees reckoned  from  Tizri,  therefore  one-half  of  the  four- 
teenth of  Hezekiah  was  a  Sabbatical  year,  and  one-half 
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chaptp  IV.    of  his  fifteenth  was  a  Jubilee ;  but  whether  the  former  or 
latter  half  of  these  years  is  a  question. 

The  sign  I  apprehend  was  a  constrained  sign;  they 
were  not  able  to  sow  because  of  the  open  country  being 
in  the  hands  of  the  enemy,  which  would  be  the  case  for 
two  sowing  seasons.  If  the  first  season  in  which  they 
were  not  able  to  sow  was  the  fourteenth  of  Hezekiah,  the 
second  was  in  the  fifteenth,  and  Sennacherib  did  not 
retreat  until  after  that  date ;  but  this  seems  contrary  to 
the  history. 

chnm.  zzzii.  1,        If  the  first  advauces  against  Jerusalem  were  in  the 

otppmred  with 

«-9-  thirteenth  of  Hezekiah,  and  the  Jews   were   prevented 

from  sowing  in  that  autumn,  and  again  were  prevented 
from  sowing  in  the  fourteenth  of  Hezekiah,  in  that  case 
they  would  be  prevented  from  eating  any  thing  but  that 
which  grew  of  itself  in  the  fourteenth  and  in  the  fifteenth. 
And  if  Sennacherib  did  not  retreat  until  after  the  sowing 
season  in  the  fourteenth  of  Hezekiah,  the  sign  would  not 
be  after  the  event  promised ;  it  therefore  appears  that  the 
Sabbath  commenced  in  the  Tizri  of  the  thirteenth  of 
Hezekiah,  and  the  Jubilee  in  the  Tizri  of  the  fourteenth  of 
Hezekiah.  But  then  the  question  is.  How  was  this  a 
sign?  The  land  was  held  from  God,  a  tenure  of  which 
the  Sabbath  was  the  acknowledgment."^  And  the  Jubilee 
was  the  season  in  which  all  were  to  return  to  their  pos- 
sessions, which  they  might  have  forfeited  in  any  manner. 
Now  the  land  was,  as  it  were,  forfeited;  but,  by  this 
constrained  observance  of  the  Sabbath  and  Jubilee,  the 
Lord  gave  a  providential  intimation  of  his  intention  to 
leave  the  land  still  in  the  possession  of  his  people.  How 
often  are  his  chastisements  a  sign  to  faith  that  he  has 
mercy  in  store ! 

If  this  be  a  correct  view,  these  years,  being  Sabbatical 

*  Ultimately  the  Jews  were  ejected  because  the  land  did  not  enjoy 
her  Sabbaths. 
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and  Jubilean,  were  essential  to  their  being  a  sign.    I  now 
turn  to  the  chronology  of  this  event. 

We  saw  that  the  seventh  of  Hezekiah  was  143}  years 
from  the  end  of  Zedekiah ;  the  Tizri  in  the  fourteenth  of 
Hezekiah  was  therefore  136  years  from  the  end  of  Zede- 
kiah ;  and  as  the  eleventh  of  Zedekiah  was  the  thirty- 
sixth  from  the  Jubilee,  the  Tizri  in  the  fourteenth  of 
Hezekiah  did  commence  a  Jubilee,  and  the  Tizri  in  the 
thirteenth  of  Hezekiah  did  commence  the  seventh  Sabbath. 

As  this  was  an  agreement  unlooked  for  when  I  fixed 
the  chronology  of  this  period,  it  comes  home  to  my  con- 
viction, more  strongly  perhaps  than  it  will  to  others ;  but 
I  confess  I  view  it  as  a  very  valuable  confirmation  of  the 
chronology  of  the  Kings  of  Judah,  as  proposed  above, 
proving  that  in  the  common  chronology  there  is  a  loss  of 
ten  years  between  Hezekiah  and  the  Captivity,  which  I 
have  already  shewn  was  the  case  with  the  reign  of  Amon. 


CHAPTER  V. 


ON  THE  SEVENTY  YEARS*  DESOLATION. 


CHAPTgEV.  It  appears  difficult  at  first  sight  to  reconcile  some  of 

the  prophecies  in  Jeremiah  with  the  accounts  of  their 
fulfilment. 

jer.  xxyu.  7.  The  nations  or  Gentiles  were  to  serve  Nebuchadnezzar, 

'^  his  son,  and  his  son's  son,  until  the  very  time  of  his 
land  came."  This  limits  the  dynasty  to  three  generations; 
but  here  we  have  no  intimation  of  the  number  of  years 
the  dynasty  should  last. 

Jer.  XXV.  ii,  12.  Again,  Jerusalem  and  the  nations  round  about  were  to 
serve  the  King  of  Babylon  seventy  years,  the  conclusion 
of  which  period  was  to  be  marked  by  a  visitation  on  the 
King  of  Babylon ;  but  it  does  not  appear  necessary  that 
this  King  of  Babylon,  who  should  be  visited,  should  be 
one  of  Nebuchadnezzar's  dynasty. 

2  Kings,  xxiv.  1.         Many  suppose  that  this  service  was  commenced  in  Je- 

Broughton'8        hoiakim's  becoming  servant  to  Nebuchadnezzar.    Brouffh- 

Works,  p.  368.  i  .  i  .  pi 

ton  quotes  the  universal  testimony  of  the  Jews  to  their 
reckoning  the  seventy  years  from  the  first  of  Nebuchad- 
nezzar, both  the  larger  and  shorter  chronicle,  Aben  Ezra, 
Jarchi,  Kimchi,  &c.  Amongst  the  moderns  we  may  men- 
tion Prideaux,  Jackson,  vol.  i.  p.  366,  Hengstenberg,  Gres- 
well,  vol.  iv.  p.  606.    And  Clinton  says  the  commencement 

S°Si5'p15r*  of  the  Captivity  in  the  fourth  of  Jehoiakim  "  is  clearly 
ij^..p.-336;    ^narked." 

Jer.  xxix.  2, 10.  Thirdly,  according  to  our  translation,  the  captivity  of 
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Jeconiah  was  apparently  to  continue  seventy  years   in 
Babylon. 

Willet  argues  **  that  the  seventy  years  began  with 
Jeconiah*s  captivity,  which  may  be  confirmed  by  these 
reasons :" 

1 .  Jeremiah  writes  to  that  captivity,  that  after  seventy  Jer.  xziz.  lo;  se 
years,  the  Lord  would  visit  them  [and,  doubtless,  he  was 

faithful  to  his  word]. 

2.  Direct  mention  is  made  of  that  captivity,  when  E8th.u.G. 
Mordecai  went  into  thraldom. 

3.  Ezekiel  reckons  from  that  captivity  [and  distin-  E«ek.  i.  a. 
guishes  it  from  the  smiting  of  the  city].  xi.  i. 

4.  That  captivity  was  most  famous,  both  in  respect  of  s  Kings,  zzir.  i4. 
the  dignity  and  number  of  the  captives. 

6.  [This  captivity  is  called,  in  the  New  Testament,  Bfatt. i.  ii,  17. 
*'  the  going  away  into  Babylon."     So  that  we  have  the 
authority  of  Jeremiah,  Ezekiel,  the  writer  of  the  book  of 
Esther,  and  St.  Matthew,  for  calling  the  removal  with 
Jeconiah  "  the  Captivity."] 

But,  though  all  these  arguments  are  very  important 
in  shewing  that  the  principal  captivity  commenced  with 
Jeconiah,  yet  none,  excepting  the  passage  from  Jeremiah, 
tends  to  prove  that  the  seventy  years  are  to  date  from  the 
commencement  of  Jeconiah's  captivity;  and  it  will  be 
seen  that  Jeremiah,  xxix.  10,  does  not  relate  to  the  dura- 
tion of  Jeconiah's  captivity,  but  refers  to  the  previous  pro- 
mise and  limitation  given  by  the  prophet,  xxv.  11,  12, 
respecting  Babylon,  that  Judah  should  serve  them  for 
seventy  years;  and,  according  to  a  learned  Hebraist,  it 
ought  to  run  thus :  "  According  to  the  fulfilling  to 
Babylon  seventy  years,  I  will  visit  you,  and  perform  my 
good  word  towards  you,  in  causing  you  to  return  to  this 
place." 

Another  period  of  seventy  years  is  mentioned,  during 
which  the  Lord  *' had  indignation  against  Jerusalem."  zech.  1.12. 


46 


THE  CAPTIVITY. 


ChaptssY. 


Dan.  iz.  S. 


Eiek.  xl.  1. 


S  Chran.  zxzri. 
19, 21. 


Zech.  i.  IS. 


2King8,zzy.  91; 
■ee  also  Ezek. 
zxv.  a. 


Jer.  xzidv.  8,  22. 


Ley.  xzT.  3,  4. 


Jer.  m.  16. 


Jer.  xli.  3,  10 ; 
xliy.  2,  6. 


Allen  argues  that  this  was  the  alone  period  of  seventy 
years,  because,  says  he, 

1.  **  By  this  it  was  that  Daniel  came  to  find  out  the 
end  of  the  Captivity ;  for  he  understood  from  the  word 
spoken  by  Jeremiah  that  the  Lord  would  accomplish 
seventy  years  in  the  desolations  of  Jerusalem."  The  com- 
mencement of  this  cannot  be  dated  before  the  captivity  in 
Zedekiah's  time  [i.  e.  the  nineteenth  of  Nebuchadnezzar]. 

2.  Ezekiel  marks  the  distinction  between  the  com- 
mencement of  his  captivity,  and  the  time  of  smiting,  or 
of  the  desolation  of  the  city. 

3.  The  destruction  at  the  end  of  Zedekiah's  reign  was 
expressly  "  to  fulfil  the  word  of  the  Lord  by  the  mouth  of 
Jeremiah." 

4.  The  angel  says,  that  the  Lord's  anger  had  been 
expressed,  not  only  against  the  other  cities  of  Judah,  but 
also  against  Jerusalem  seventy  years.  The  desolation  of 
Jerusalem,  however,  was  certainly  not  until  the  captivity 
of  Zedekiah. 

5.  Not  until  that  captivity  did  the  kingdom  of  Judah 
cease.  Accordingly  Judah  is  said  to  have  been  carried 
away  at  that  time  *'  out  of  their  land." 

6.  [The  land  was  to  Sabbatise  for  seventy  years,  and 
the  transgression  of  the  Sabbatical  ordinance  at  last 
brought  the  utter  destruction  denounced  by  Jeremiah, 
'^  I  will  make  the  cities  of  Judah  a  desolation,  without  an 
inhabitant."  Now,  the  land  was  not  utterly  desolate, 
and,  strictly  speaking,  did  not  commence  to  enjoy  her 
Sabbaths  till  the  deportation  of  the  vine-dressers  and 
husbandmen :  they,  however,  were  left  even  when  the 
temple  was  destroyed.  But  in  the  seventh  month  of  that 
same  year,  when  Ishmael  smote  Gedaliah,  the  land  became 
**a  desolation."] 

The  supposition  of  the  Captivity  commencing  with 
Jeconiah  is  not  opposed  to  the  desolation's  having  com* 
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menced  at  the  end  of  Zedekiah's  reign.  But,  in  order  to 
reconcile,  I  must  distinguish  them.  God's  indignation 
was  not  shewn  in  the  captivity  of  Jeconiah,  for  they  were  Jer.xxir.s; 

^  ''  ^  J  Ewk.  xi.  16. 

sent  out  of  the  land  **  for  their  good ;"  but  it  was  mani- 
fested in  the  destruction  of  the  temple  and  city.    To  the  E»ek.  xxiy.  i-is. 
captivity  of  Jeconiah  there  was  annexed  a  distinct  pro- 
mise beforehand  that  they  should  return ;  but  to  the  cap-  Jer.xzu.  i-ii. 
tivity  of  Zedekiah,  which  was  coupled  with  the  desolation 
of  Jerusalem,  there  was  no  promise  of  a  return. 

After  Jeconiah's  captivity  in  the  sixth,  and  as  late 
as  the  tenth  of  Zedekiah,  the  desolation  is  predicted  as  Emk.  xr.  s. 
yet  future ;  but  in  the  eleventh  of  Zedekiah  the  note  is  Jer.  xxxiv.  22. 
changed.     *'  Behold  this  day  they  are  a  desolation ;  they 
are  wasted  [and]  desolate  as  at  this  day."     And  this  dis- 
tinction,   with    the    relative   distance,    is    preserved  by 
Ezekiel,  when  he  mentions  "  the  five-and- twentieth  year" 
of  his  captivity  as  being  also  '*  the  fourteenth  year  after  Eiek.  zi.  1. 
the  city  was  smitten." 

There  are,  therefore,  three  periods  to  be  borne  in 
mind:  1.  The  Servitude  of  Babylon.  2.  The  Captivity 
in  Babylon.  3.  The  Desolations  of  Jerusalem.  And, 
although  we  talk  invariably  of  the  seventy  years'  cap- 
tivity, there  was  not  any  period  of  seventy  years  fixed  to 
the  Captivity ;  but  there  were  two  periods  of  seventy  years, 
in  part  co-existing,  yet  wholly  distinct  and  independent, 
one  the  Service  of  Babylon^  the  other  the  Desolations  of 
Jerusalem;  and  as  their  commencements  were  different 
so  must  their  terminations  have  been.  The  distance  be- 
tween which,  if  we  reckon  the  service  from  the  first  of 
Nebuchadnezzar,  was  about  nineteen  years. 

That  there  were  two  periods  of  seventy  years,  I  find 
from  Willet,  was  the  opinion  of  Theodoret,  Pellican,  and 
^colampadius.     And  Eusebius  argues  at  length   that 
**  two  periods  of  seventy  years  are  spoken  of  by  the  Jb^^i^,^**- 
mouths  of  the  prophets."  pp-  ^*  ^^'  ^^- 
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I  DO  not  think  it  quite  clear  that  there  was  any  previous 
annunciation  respecting  the  desolations  of  Jerusalem  being 
limited  to  seventy  years ;  for  "  Daniel  understood  by  books  the 
number  of  years  whereof  the  word  of  the  Lord  came  to  Jeremiah 

»an.  ix.  8.  the  prophet,  that  he  would  accomplish  the  desolations  of  Jeru- 

salem, viz.  seventy  years."  The  prophecy  of  the  desolation  was 
in  Jeremiah ;  the  duration  of  the  desolation  was  learned  by  the 
study  of  books.  If  the  period  of  the  desolations  had  been  pre- 
viously declared,  the  angel  in  Zechariah  would  have  known  it, 

lech.  i.  12.  and,  therefore,  would  not  have  asked,  "  How  long  ?  "     The  same 

seems  intimated  in  Psalm  Ixxiv. ;  for  the  chief  burden  of  it 
appears  to  be,  that  not  any  among  the  Jews  knew  how  long 

•s.  ixxiy.  7, 9.      the  dwelling -place  of  God  would  remain  defiled  to  the  ground. 

It  will  be   objected,  that  Jeremiah  predicted  the   seventy 

er.  zxv.  11.  years*  desolations.  I  think  that  the  prophet  declared  that  the 
land  should  be  a  desolation  and  an  astonishment,  as  well  as  that 
the  nation  should  serve  the  King  of  Babylon  for  seventy  years. 
But  we  are  not  surely  to  understand  the  same  seventy  years  as 
common  to  both  the  service  and  the  desolation  ;  for  when 
Jeconiah  was  in  captivity,  and  Zedekiah  had  sworn  fealty,  the 
nation  served  the  King  of  Babylon.  This,  therefore,  was  eleven 
years  before  the  beginning  of  the  desolation  ;  and,  therefore,  the 
seventy  years*  service,  and  the  seventy  years*  desolation,  could 
not  be  wholly  concurrent.  The  service  of  the  King  of  Babylon, 
and  the  desolation  of  Jerusalem,  are  not  necessarily  connected. 
The  Jews  might  be  tributaries  to  Babylon  without  the  destruc- 

Szra,ix.9;  Neh.  tion  of  Jerusalem,  as  they  were  servants  to  the  Persians  after 
the  desolations  had  terminated.  Now  that  the  seventy  years  in 
Jeremiah,  xxv.  has  relation  to  the  period  of  service,  appears  from 
the  following  verse,  "  And  the  nation  shall  serve  the  King  of 
Babylon  seventy  years,  and  it  shall  come  to  pass  when  seventy 
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years  are  accomplished."  It  does  not  say  the  desolation  shall 
cease,  but  "  I  will  punish  the  King  of  Babylon  and  that  nation, 
saith  the  Lord.*' 

If  any  say  that  the  duration  of  the  desolation  is  announced 
in  2  Chron.  xxxvi.  19  and  21,  I  do  not  deny  it.  But  it  does 
not  affect  my  supposition,  for  it  is  history ;  and  the  following 
verses  shew  that  it  was  written  after  the  seventy  years  were 
closed. 

But  it  may  be  objected  that,  comparing  the  20th  verse  of 
2  Chron.  xxxvi.  with  the  19th  and  21st  verses,  we  learn  that 
the  Captivity  and  Desolation  were  alike  terminated  seventy 
years  after  the  destruction  of  the  temple,  and  by  the  King  of 
Persia;  but  I  think  that  the  19th  and  2 1st  verses  are  in  imme- 
diate connexion.  The  house  of  God  and  the  palaces,  &c.  were 
burnt,  that  the  land  might  be  desolate  for  seventy  years ;  and 
this  desolation  was  terminated  by  Darius  son  of  Ahasuerus,  of 
the  seed  of  the  Medes.  But  the  Captivity  mentioned,  verse  20,  Duuix.  i, 
was  not  a  necessary  part  of  the  desolation,  and  it  was  terminated 
in  the  commencement  of  the  kingdom  of  Persia  ;  the  twentieth 
Terse  is  therefore  parenthetical* 
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Many  suppose  that  the  prophecy  in  Isaiah  xxiii.  has  relation 
to  the  subjection  of  Tyre  by  Nebuchadnezzar;  and  the  "seventy 
years  (according  to  the  days  of  one  king"),  that  it  should  be 
forgotten,  are  interpreted  of  the  seventy  last  years  of  the  Chal- 
dean monarchy,  and  the  seventy  years  of  the  Jewish  Captivity. 
By  this  interpretation  it  appears  to  me  that  a  difficulty  is  most 

Eiek.  zxTi.  1.      unnecessarily  created.     Ezekiel  prophesied  against  Tyre  as  late 

Exek.xxiz.  17-21.  as  the  eleventh  year  of  Jeconiah's  captivity,  and,  probably,  it 
was  not  taken  long  before  the  twenty-seventh  year  of  Jeconiah's 
captivity.  Then  how  could  these  seventy  years  synchronise 
either  with  the  seventy  years'  Captivity  or  the  seventy  last  years 
of  the  Chaldean  monarchy  ? 

Isaiah  xxiii.  can  scarcely  relate  to  the  taking  of  Tyre  by 

isa.  xxiii.  1.         Nebuchadnezzar,   for  it   is  described  as  "  laid  waste  so  that 

Job. oont.  Ap.  there  is  no  house;"  but,  after  the  capture  by  Nebuchadnezzar, 
it  was  still  governed  by  its  own  kings.  Again,  the  destruction 
came  from  the  land  of  Chittim,  that  is,  Macedonia,  as  Jackson 
argues.     Moreover,  the  destruction  was  of  that  city  which  was 

▼•r.  3, 6.  built,  not  on  the  continent,  but  on  the  isle ;  and  there  is  allu- 

sion to  the   causeway  made   to  connect  the  island  with  the 

▼er.  11.  mainland.     Lastly,  in  the  language  of  prophetical  anticipation, 

the  land  of  the  Chaldeans  is  spoken  of  as  already  brought  to 
ruin,  though  it  had  been  so  strong  and  wealthy ;  and  therefore, 
Tyre  is  urged  not  to  be  confident,  for  her  destruction  would 

▼er.  18.  also  take  place. 


CHAPTER  VI. 

THE  SCRIPTURAL  ACCOUNT  OF  THE  KINGS  OF  THE 

MEDES  AND  PERSIANS. 

Not  perceiving  the  two  periods  of  seventy  years,  and 
therefore  two  terminations,  and  feeling,  in  that  case,  the 
necessity  of  reconciling  in  some  manner  the  prophecies  of 
Jeremiah  with  Dan.  ix.  1,  Ezra  i.  1,  and  2  Chron.  xxxvi., 
commentators  have  made  various  conjectures,  and  pro- 
posed divers  theories,  in  order  to  remove  the  difficulties 
which  beset  them.  I  first  intended  to  analyse  the  differ- 
ent schemes  of  commentators  and  chronologists,  and  to 
point  out  their  perplexities ;  but,  in  attempting  it,  I  was 
convinced  that  I  should  only  succeed  in  bewildering  others 
as  well  as  myself.  I  therefore  gladly  relinquish  the  invi- 
dious task,  contenting  myself  with  stating  one  or  two 
propositions  which,  though  simple,  are  yet  sufficient  to 
set  aside  all  the  systems  with  which  I  am  acquainted. 

1.  That  view  cannot  be  satisfactory  which  does  notpiop.i. 
account  for  the  most  remarkable  phenomena.  I  will  take 
by  way  of  illustration  "  Darius  the  Median."  According 
to  Scripture  he,  in  his  own  person,  concludes  the  reign 
of  Belshazzar ;  he  himself  being  king,  and  on  the  spot, 
governing  according  to  the  laws  of  the  Medes  and  Per- 
sians. The  various  provinces  of  his  kingdom  extended 
over  all  people,  nations,  and  languages,  that  dwelt  in  all 
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chaptbe  vl    the  earth.     Over  this  empire   he   set  120  princes ;    it 
was  a  dominion^  therefore,  nearly  as  extensive  as  that  of 

Eft.i.i.8;Tiii.9.  Ahasuerus,  who,  when  reigning  from  India  even  to  Ethi- 
opia, had  but  127  provinces,  governed  by  princes  in  like 
manner.  Surely  no  theory  can  stand  which  does  not 
accord  satisfactorily  with  this  account  of  so  great  a 
monarch. 

Prop.  tt.  2.  When  the  same  names  occur  in  Scripture  and  in 

profane  history,  it  seems  unwarrantable  to  alter  them. 
This  I  will  also  exemplify  by  Darius.  Did  we  find  no 
similar  name  in  profane  history,  then,  perhaps,  we  might 
conjecture  that  the  difierent  kings  of  that  appellation  in 
the  sacred  record  were  mentioned  under  some  other 
title  by  the  heathen  writers;  but  similar  orthography 
being  alike  familiar  in  both  precludes  a  conjectural 
alteration.'** 

Ppop.iii.  3.  The  coincidences  and  allusions  of  Scripture,  when 

they  dovetail,  afford  strong  internal  evidence  of  the  accu- 
racy of  the  combination,  and  therefore  they  may  not  be 
dislocated  without  supplying  equally  strong  presumption 
that  the  system  is  incorrect ;  for  example,  many  ancient 

Eirmiii.  12.  men  who  had  seen  the  first  temple  wept  over  the  found- 
ation of  the  second  temple.  Then,  necessarily,  the  second 
temple  was  founded  soon  enough  after  the  destruction  of 
the  former  temple  for  **  many "  men  to  have  witnessed 

H«g.u.8.  both  events.     But  when  it  is  asked,  "  Who  is  left  among 

you  that  saw  this  house  in  her  first  glory?"  we  must 
suppose  a  few,  yet  but  a  few,  still  alive  who  saw  the 
former  house. 

I   will  now  attempt  to  develope   the   Scriptural  ac- 
count of  the  succession  of  kings.     The  first  name  in  the 

Darius  the  Me-    dynasty  of  the  Medes  is  "Darius  the  Median."     Most 

dian. 

Dan.  V.  31.  .  i  .  i 

*  These  two  propositions  militate  against  the  conjecture  that 
Darius  the  Median  king  was  Nabonadius  a  Babylonian  governor,  where 
there  are  exactly  as  many  contradictions  as  words. 
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commentators  confound  this  king  with  "Darius  son  ofD«Liz.i. 
Ahasuerus/'*  and  in  some  way  make  the  supposed  cap- 
ture of  Babylon  by  Coresch  identical  with  the  taking  by 
Darius,  conceiving  these  monarchs  to  have  reigned  con- 
jointly. This,  however,  does  not  accord  with  the  Scrip- 
tural account.  The  following  chapter  of  Daniel  describes  Daa.Ti. 
Darius  as  being  at  Babylon,  making  arrangements  for  the 
internal  regulation  of  the  kingdom;  and  his  conduct 
respecting  Daniel,  is  detailed  at  length,  proving  that  he 
was  on  the  spot  acting  for  himself^  and  not  represented 
by  Coresch.  Then,  in  the  close  of  the  chapter,  the  reigns 
of  Darius  and  of  Coresch  are  mentioned  separately,  a 
distinction  also  preserved  by  the  angel  in  a  subsequent  Dm.  Ti.28;x.i; 

,  3Ci.  1. 

chapter. 

We  must  admit  that  the  Medians  took  a  distinct  and 
prominent  part  in  the  drama.  '^  The  Lord  hath  raised 
up  the  spirit  of  the  kings  of  the  MedeSy^'f  the  fulfilment  Jer.u.  11,28. 
of  which  Daniel  appears  to  mark,  ''  God  hath  numbered 
thy  kingdom  [or  reign]  and  finished  it"....'' in  that 
night  was  Belshazzar  the  king  of  the  Chaldeans  slain, 
and  Darius  the  Median  took  the  kingdom."  Now  had  Dan.  v.  36, 30,81. 
Darius  accepted  the  kingdom  in  a  way  of  succession,  as 
Jackson  and  Hales  suppose,  it  is  not  probable  that,  under 
those  circumstances,  he  would  have  established  the  laws 
of  the  Medes  and  Persians ;  nor  would  any  destruction 
by  "Coresch  the  Persian"  have  fulfilled  these  threats 
against  the  Chaldeans,  which  were  to  be  executed  by  the 
Medes. 

The  termination   of  Belshazzar's  reign   was   accom- 

*  Eusebius,  in  the  fragments  published  by  Cardinal  Mai,  is  an 
exception ;  for  he  makes  Darius  the  Mede,  and  Darius  son  of  Ahasu- 
erus,  two  different  kings,  and  puts  them  both  before  the  termination 
of  the  Captivity. — Mai,  vol.  viii.  4to.  p.  263. 

t  Mr.  Clinton  quotes  Isa.  xiii.  17,  "  Behold  I  will  raise  up  the 
Medes  against  them."  Howes,  however,  supposes  that  this  prophecy 
relates  to  the  capture  by  Arbaces  and  Belesis. 
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chapto  VI.  plished  by  Darius  the  Median,  having  taken  the  king- 
dom; but  it  does  not  follow  that,  because  the  reign  of 
fielshazzar  ceased,  that,  therefore,  there  ceased  to  be  a 
king  in  Babylon,  for  the  conqueror  may  have  been  styled 

csra^y.  13.  King  of  Babylon,  as  Coresch  afterwards  was,  or  he  may 
have  appointed  a  king  to  hold  it  by  feudal  tenure. 

Nor  did  the  overthrow  of  Belshazzar  terminate  the 
captivity  of  the  Jews ;  for,  though  the  period  of  service  by 
the  Gentile  nations  was  limited  to  Nebuchadnezzar,  his 
son,  and  his  son's  son,  yet  Belshazzar  was  probably 
neither  the  son  nor  the  son's  son  referred  to,  for  no 
deliverance  was  promised  during  the  reign  of  the  king- 

t ohnm. zxzTi.  dom  of  Media,  and  the  Jews  were  servants  "until  the 
reign  of  the  kingdom  of  Persia;"  hence  "in  the  first 
year  of  Coresch,  king  of  Persia,  that  the  word  of  the 
Lord  by  the  mouth  of  Jeremiah  might  be  accomplished/* 
Coresch  made  the  proclamation  for  their  return. 

The  fundamental  error  consists  in  confounding  the 
"  son  of  Ahasnerus"  with  the  "  Median,"  instead  of  iden- 
tifying him  with  the  later  Darius   mentioned  in  Ezra, 

3xrs,w.24;Hag.  Haggai,  and  Zechariah.  That  these  passages  refer  to  a 
different  Darius  from  the  one  mentioned  in  Dan.  v.  31, 
all  maintain :  if  then  I  demonstrate  that  the  son  of  Aha- 
suerus,  Dan.  ix.  1,  was  the  Darius  of  Haggai  and  Zechariah, 
I  equally  shew  that  he  was  not  Darius  the  Median. 

I  have  already  pointed  out  the  distinction  between  the 
captivity  of  the  Jews  and  the  desolations  of  Jerusalem, 
which  could  not  have  terminated  until  at  least  eleven 
years  afterwards ;  and,  however  the  decree  of  Coresch 
may  have  been  worded,  all  really  promised  by  God 
through  Isaiah,  was,  that  Coresch  should  say  to  Jeru- 
salem, "  Thou  shalt  be  built!"  but,  "  to  the  temple,  Thy 
foundations  [only]  shall  be  laid."  This  was  all  God's 
pleasure  which  Coresch  was  to  perform.  Accordingly, 
immediately  that  the  temple  was  founded,  the  adversaries 
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of  Jadah  were  roused,  "and  they  hired  counsellors sirm it. ». 
against  the  Jews  to  frustrate  their  purpose  all  the  days  of 
Coresch,  king  of  Persia,  even  until  the  reign  of  Darius, 
king  of  Persia;"  and  though  their  representation  to 
Artaxerxes  was  ostensibly  against  the  rebellious  and  bad 
city,  yet  their  enmity  was  really  against  the  holy  temple 
of  Jehovah ;  and  when  the  command  came  to  cause  the 
building  of  the  city  to  cease,  they  caused  the  Jews  to 
cease  from  building  the  house  of  God.  "  Then  ceased 
the  work  of  the  house  of  God^  which  is  at  Jerusalem  :  so 
it  ceased  unto  the  second  year  of  the  reign  of  Darius,  king  Esra,  hr.  34. 
of  Persia." 

It  does  not  appear  that  the  building  of  Jerusalem  was 
entirely  prevented,  for  already,  when  Shimshai  wrote  to 
Artaxerxes,  the  walls  were  set  up,  and  the  whole  circuit 
of  the  foundations  completed;  and  subsequently,  when  En*,  !▼.  is. 
the  set  time  for  building  the  temple  had  arrived,  the 
Prophet  Haggai  reproached  the  Jews  with  dwelling  inH»g.i.4. 
ceiled  houses,  whilst  the  house  of  God  was  suffered  to  lie 
waste.  In  correspondence  with  this  state  of  things,  in 
the  first  of  Darius,  son  of  Ahasuerus,  Daniel  having  at* 
tained  to  an  understanding  respecting  the  termination  of 
the  seventy  years'  desolations,  is  stirred  up,  first  to  de- 
precate the  wrath  of  God  by  confessing  the  sins  of  the 
inhabitants  of  Jerusalem,  and  then  to  pray,  "Cause  thy  nMi.iJc.7»ndi7. 
face  to  shine  upon  thy  sanctuary  [which  is]  desolate.*' 
Hence,  in  the  first  of  Darius,  son  of  Ahasuerus,  Jeru- 
salem was  inhabited ;  but  the  desolations  of  the  temple 
had  not  ceased ;  a  state  of  things  which  only  existed 
between  the  reign  of  Coresch  and  the  commencement  of 
the  reign  of  the  second  Darius. 

We  find,  moreover,  from  Zechariah  that  in  the  se- 
cond year  of  this  same  Darius,  the  seventy  years'  indig- 
nation of  the  Lord  against  Jerusalem  were  completed,  zech.  1.12, 
Now  the  seventy  years'  indignation  which  the  angel  de- 
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clared  was  completed  in  the  second  of  Darius,  is  identical 

.ix.  1.  with  the  seventy  years'  desolations  which  were  termi- 
nating in  the  first  year  of  Darius,  son  of  Ahasuerus,  for 
the  desolations  ceased  with  the  rebuilding  of  the  temple ; 
and  the  rebuilding  of  the  temple  commenced  in  the  second 

k,iv.24;  ▼.2.  year  of  the  second  Darius;  therefore  the  son  of  Ahasuerus 
was  the  Darius  of  Ezra,  Haggai,  and  Zechariah. 

Perhaps  some  would  avoid  this  conclusion  by  denying 
that  the  seventy  years,  during  which  the  temple  was 
desolate,  were  the  seventy  years  of  the  Lord's  indignation 

g-  EjA.  x^  against  Jerusalem.*  Ezekiel,  however,  when  speaking 
of  God's  indignation,  clearly  refers  to  the  destruction  by 
the  king  of  Babylon,  several  passages  in  the  same  pro- 
phet are  equally  distinct,  when  speaking  of  the  desolation 
of  Jerusalem;    for  example,  after   the   captivity   of  Je- 

c.Ti.4,u.  coniah,  and  before  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  the  de- 
solation is  spoken  of  as  future,  though  very  near  at  hand ; 

J^^OjM;  XT.  the  indignation,  therefore,  and  the  desolation,  equally 
date  from  the  destruction  of  the  temple ;  hence  the  se- 
ventieth year  of  the  Lord's  indignation  and  the  seventieth 
year  of  the  temple's  desolation  coincided ;    the  Darius, 

*  Not  a  few,  I  believe,  feel  what  is  plainly  expressed  in  the  fol- 
lowing words :  "  There  are  two  passages  in  the  Prophet  Zechariah .. , . 
which  appear  to  me  to  afford  nothing  more  than  unfortunate  coin- 
cidences, even  admitting  the  coincidences  said  to  result  from  them, 
tending  rather  to  mislead  than  to  guide  in  this  intricate  question ;  the 
passages  are  chap.  i.  12 ;  vii.  1-5  ... .  if  the  prophet  is  supposed  to 
be  stating  accurately  the  number  of  years  during  which  the  persons 
inquiring  had  fasted  and  mourned,  there  is  no  accuracy  whatever  in 
the  case." — DanieVs  Prophecy  interpreted  hy  a  Layman^  pp.  218,  220. 
This  is  stated  unguardedly,  and  is  not  warranted  by  the  supposed 
want  of  exactness.  In  the  second  year  of  Darius  the  Lord's  indig- 
nation against  Jerusalem  had  continued  threescore  and  ten  years, 
Zee.  i.  7, 12 ;  but  the  seventy  years'  fasts  could  not  have  commenced 
imtil  a  year  after  the  event  they  commemorated,  and  therefore  did  not 
conclude  until  one  year  after  the  desolations  terminated,  which  was 
the  third  of  Darius ;  and,  as  the  messengers  who  were  at  Jerusalem  in 
the  ninth  month  and  fourth  day  in  the  fourth  year  of  Darius  must 
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therefore,  in  the  second  year  of  whose  reign  one  expired^ 
is  the  Darius,  in  the  first  year  of  whose  reign  the  other 
was  terminating.  As,  then,  the  son  of  Ahasuerus  was  the 
Darius  of  Zechariah,  he  was  not  Darius  the  Median. 
Another  proof  shall  be  added :  "  Darius  the  Median"  was  p«n.vi.«.«ndx. 

^  1,  oompured  with 

before  '*  Coresch  the  Persian,"  but  Darius,  son  of  Aha-  ^'  *• 
suerus,  was  after  Coresch,  for  the  Captivity  returned  in 
the  first  of  Coresch;  but  the  desolations  which  began 
eleven  years  after  the  Captivity  commenced,  in  hke 
manner  could  not  have  terminated  until  at  least  eleven 
years  after  the  Captivity  concluded ;  but  the  completion 
of  the  desolations  was  in  the  beginning  of  the  reign  of 
Darius,  son  of  Ahasuerus.  As  Coresh,  therefore,  reigned 
before  Darius,  son  of  Ahasuerus,  but  after  Darius  the 
Median,  these  two  kings  must  be  separate  and  distinct. 

We  have  only  one  intimation,  and  that  but  negative, 
respecting  the  time  that  Darius  the  Median  reigned  over 
Babylon ;  probably  it  was  not  long,  for,  when  he  took 
the  kingdom,  he  was  ''about  threescore  and  two  years  Daa.  ▼.  31. 
old." 

After  the  reign  of  Darius  the  Median,  yet  before  the 

have  started  before  the  fifth  month  and  tenth  day  of  that  year,  they 
could  only  have  fasted  precisely  seventy  years.  Moreover,  I  see  no 
objection  to  the  retrospective  language  of  our  version  of  Zech.  vii.  5, 
"  ihose  seventy  years,"  understanding  that  in  the  fourth  of  Darius  the 
period  was  past,  whereas  in  the  second  of  Darius  the  indignation  is 
supposed  to  have  continued  for  just  that  term,  "  these  seventy  years," 
Zech.  i.  12. 

I  will  here  add,  that  when  the  Lord  promises,  "  the  fast  of  the 
fourth  month,*'  commemorating  the  day  when  the  city  was  broken 
up,  Jer.  lii.  6,  7 ;  "  the  fast  of  the  fifth  [month],"  when  the  temple 
was  burnt,  2  Kings,  xxv.  8,  Jer.  lii.  12;  "the  fast  of  the  seventh 
[month],"  when  Gredaliah  was  slain  and  the  land  made  utterly  de- 
solate, Jer.  xli.  1,2;  "  and  the  fast  of  the  tenth  [month],"  when  the 
city  was  encompassed,  should  be  to  the  house  of  Judah  joy  and 
gladness.  Zee.  viii.  19;  it  shews  very  clearly  that  the  seventy  years' 
desolations  are  dated  from  the  eleventh  of  Zedekiah,  and  terminated 
in  the  second  year  of  Darius  the  Second,  as  shewn  above. 
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CHArmvi.  termination  of  the  Captivity  by  Coresch  the  Persian,  the 
Ahasuerus  of  Esther  probably  came  to  the  throne, 
gij^jf^tjfker  Nothing  appears  to  have  caused  more  confusion  than 
the  misplacing  of  the  history  of  Esther.  What  strange 
liberties  even  good  men  seem  to  have  taken  with  the 
Scripture  history  of  this  period.  One  of  the  latest  chro- 
nologists  saySy  '^  The  Jewish  chronology  of  this  period  is 
exceedingly  intricate  •  •  • .  the  confusion  of  names  is  em- 
barrassing :  the  royal  title  Ahasuerus  is  applied  to  Xerxes, 
Ezra,  iv.  6 ;  to  Artaxerxes  LongimanuSy  Est.  i.  1 ;  and  to 

wL u*  ^^8to  ^®^y*^g®s»  *^®  father  of  Cyaxares,  or  of  Darius  the  M ede, 
Dan.  ix.  1."  The  answer  to  all  this  conjecture  is,  that 
Scripture  does  not  convey  the  idea  of  the  appellation 
Ahasuerus  having  been  a  royal  title,  but  contrariwise  a 
proper  name;  for  how  would  it  be  any  distinction  to 
speak  of  Darius,  the  son  of  Ahasuerus,  if  Ahasuerus  were 
merely  a  royal  title,  and  so  common  to  all  ?  And  for  my 
part,  rather  than  believe  that  the  confusion  of  names  in 
Scripture  was  embarrassing,  I  would  charge  Dr.  Hales 
himself  with  having  conftised  the  names,  and  having  thus 
embarrassed  himself  as  well  as  others. 

If  we  suppose  the  Ahasuerus  of  Esther  to  be  any  king 
who  reigned  after  Coresch,  one  result  will  follow,  which 
Prideaux  states  in  the  following  undisguised  language:  — 
**  It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  Nehemiah  and  Mordecai 
above  mentioned  [i.e.  Ezra,  ii.,  Neh.  viii. 7,]  were  not  the 
Nehemiah  and  Mordecai  of  which  there  is  so  much  said 
in  the  books  of  Nehemiah  and  Esther,  but  quite  different 

Pridesax.  book  ii.  persons.""^     That  Prideaux  and  all  who  adopt  a  similar 

p.  106,  fol.  . 

chronology  are  driven   to   the  necessity  of  denying  the 

♦  This  is  probably  true  respecting  Nehemiah,  because  there  were 
two  of  that  name  which  the  Scripture  distinguishes,  one  being  the 
son  of  Azbuk,  Neh.  iii.  16,  the  other  the  son  of  Hachaliah,  Neh.  i.  1. 
The  son  of  Azbuk,  the  ruler  of  the  half-part  of  Beth-zur,  is  probably 
the  one  mentioned  in  Ezra,  ii.  2,  and  Neh.  vii.  7. 
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Mordecai  of  Ezra,  ii.  and  the  Mordecai  of  Esther  being 
the  same  individual,  is  evident^  for  the  Mordecai  who 
returned  from  the  Captivity,  in  the  first  year  of  Cyrus, 
would  be  much  too  old  for  the  cousin  of  Esther,  in  the 
seventh  of  Ahasuerus.     Suppose  Ahasuerus  was  Xerxes, 

Mordecai  would  have  been  fourscore    Mordecai,  one  of  the  ohi«(lm  returned  whmi    91 

.  .  Remainder  ofthe  reign  of  Cyrus 8 

when  his  cousm  was  about  sixteen;  cambyses j 

'    Darius 86 

if  Ahasuerus  was  Artaxerxes,  he  would  x®"®* J_ 

have  been  above  a  century;  and,  for  the  same  reasons,  ^ 

Nehemiah  would  have  been  1 14  years  of  age  when  he 
was  cup-bearer  to  Artaxerxes. 

But  the  intricacy  does  not  stop  here.  In  Hag.  ii.  3, 
it  is  asked,  *'  Who  is  left  among  you  which  saw  this  H»g.  Jt «. 
house  in  her  first  glory  ?  and  how  do  you  see  it  now  ?  Is 
it  not  in  your  eyes  in  comparison  of  it  as  nothing?'* 
Upon  which  Pemble  remarks,  "  Not  that  any  of  them  Pembie. 
who  saw  the  first  temple  were  now  alive."  Really !  then 
I  should  say  with  reverence,  that  the  observation  of  the 
prophet  had  very  little  point;  for  clearly  he  intimates, 
that  as  they  had  seen  the  former,  and  did  then  see  the 
second  temple,  they  could  compare  one  with  the  other. 

And  what  is  the  object  of  thus  elongating  the  chrono- 
logy of  t&is  period  ?  If  it  be  to  make  the  prophecy  of 
the  seventy  weeks  accord  with  profane  history,  they  do 
not  succeed  very  well.  The  same  author's  unguarded 
language  upon  this  point  presents,  I  think,  not  an  unfair 
specimen.  Pemble  says,  ^^  If  the  angel  had  said,  ^  The 
seventy  years  of  your  captivity  in  Babylon  are  now  ended : 
but  after  eight  times  seventy  years  Christ  shall  be  slain, 
and  so  you  shall  obtain  a  more  glorious  freedom,'  then 
liad  the  angel  spoken  precisely  /"  Are  we  to  believe  Scrip- 
ture inspired  ?  If  so,  let  us  not  use  it  in  this  manner ; 
rather  let  us  continue  to  follow  it  implicitly,  and  see 
whether  it  be  not  consistent  with  itself. 

That  the  reign  of  Ahasuerus  could  not  have  been  after 
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Chafto  VI. 

Mordeeaiof 
Efrthtr  went 
into  cftptiTitj. 


Etthar,  it  6-7. 


1  Sam.  z.  12. 


the  termination  of  the  seventy  years'  desolation,  nor  even 
after  the  Captivity,  the  following  passage  from  the  book 
of  Esther  will  tend  greatly  to  decide.  "  In  Shushan,  the 
palace,  there  was  a  certain  Jew  whose  name  [was]  Mor- 
decai,  the  son  of  Jair,  the  son  of  Shimei,  the  son  of  Kish, 
a  Benjamite,  who  had  been  carried  away  from  Jerusalem 
with  the  captivity,  which  had  been  carried  away  with 
Jeconiah  king  of  Judah,  whom  Nebuchadnezzar  the  king  of 
Babylon  carried  away,  and  he  brought  up  Hadassah,  that 
[is]  Esther,  his  uncle's  daughter;  for  she  had  neither 
father  nor  mother ;  and  the  maid  [was]  fair  and  beautiful, 
whom  Mordecai,  when  her  father  and  mother  were  dead, 
took  for  his  own  daughter." 

It  is  customary  in  Scripture,  when  tracing  a  pedigree, 
to  mention  two  or  three  of  the  intermediate  ancestors,  as 
links  between  the  descendant  and  some  well-known  proge- 
nitor.* Thus  Mordecai's  pedigree  springs  from  Kish  the 
Benjamite,  thefatherof  Saul.  If  his  descent  is  traced  to  some 
unknown  Kish,  we  may  ask,  as  was  anciently  demanded 
respecting  the  son  of  Kish,  "  But  who  is  their  father?" 

If  it  be  asked  why  Kish,  rather  than  Saul,  is  named 
in  the  genealogy,  I  reply,  that  possibly  Mordecai  was  not 
descended  from  Saul,  but  from  another  son  of  Kish.  The 
Jews,  however,  assign  as  a  reason,  that  Saul,  being  an 
apostate,  was  not  accounted  a  worthy  progenitor  of  this 
good  man.  Be  that,  however,  as  it  may,  he  who  was 
carried  captive  was  he  who  brought  up  Esther ;  and  he 
who  brought  up  Esther  was  Mordecai. 

Those  who  try  to  avoid  the  inevitable  result  from  this 

*  "  In  giving  a  concise  account  of  the  genealogy  of  a  person,  the 
Hebrews,  as  well  as  the  Arabs,  took  the  liberty  to  omit,  according  to 
their  own  pleasure,  one  or  more  generations,  Ruth,  iv.  18,  22;  Ezra, 
vii.  1-5 ;  Matt.  i.  8." — Jahn,  Archceologia  Bib,  ch.  vi.  §  99. 

In  Nehemiah  Mataniah's  pedigree  is  traced  to  Asaph  through  two 
intermediate  ancestors.  Seraiah's  descent  is  also  so  traced  from  Zadoc, 
Neh.  xi.  11. 
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fact  say  that  not  Mordecai,  but  Kish,  went  into  captivity. 
Against  this  idea  Broughton  has  a  long  paper,  the  sub- 
stance of  which  is  as  follows  : 

Universal  testimony  is  in  support  of  Mordecai  having 
been  the  captive. 

The  Greek  additions  to  Esther  assert  it.  Either,  jd.  2-4. 

Munster,  Pagnin,  Vatablus,  Arius  Montanus,  Treme- 
lius,  and  others,  translate  the  last  antecedent  to  *'  who," 
namely,  "  a  Benjamite,"  in  a  case  joined  to  "  Mordecai," 
and  several  from  "  Kish."  The  reasons  which  Broughton 
assigns  for  this  invariable  rendering  are  : 

1.  That  in  Hebrew  there  is  a  king  accent  upon  the  in  Jones' Hebrew 

^  '^  Selections  the 

word  "  Kish"  equal  to  a  comma.  X''^' ^*!f ? *" 

*■  the  accent  here 

2.  Because  a  sentence  is  joined  upon   a  copulative  J^J^rtoST^*"*** 
which   cannot  be   removed   from   *'  Mordecai,  who  was 

carried  captive  and  nourished  Esther." 

3.  It  seems  senseless  to  admit  a  long  parenthesis 
respecting  Kish  in  the  midst  of  a  narrative  concerning 
Mordecai. 

The  Comments  of  Lyra,  Brentius,  Bullenger,  Lavater, 
the  arguments  of  the  Geneva  Bible,  and  the  Latin  Bible 
of  Benedictus,  support  it. 

Likewise  the  Hebrew  authorities,  as  Talmud  in  MegiU 
lath  Esther^  two  Chaldee  paraphrasts,  Aben  Ezra,  Jarchi 
in  Bomberg's  Bible,  and  seven  single  comments  on  the 
book  which  Broughton  had  examined. 

The  promise  was  given,  moreover,  once  and  again  to  Jer.zziT.  1-6; 
the  captivity  of  Jeconiah,  that  they  should  return ;  but 
not  one  of  the  names  of  the  ten  principal  men  who 
returned  was  either  Jair  Shimei  or  Kish.  If  then  Kish 
went  into  captivity,  though  he  must  have  been  one  of  the 
principal  Jews,  there  is  no  mention  of  the  promise  having 
been  made  good  to  him ;  but,  if  Mordecai  went  into  cap- 
tivity, he  was^  during  the  captivity,  not  only  one  of  the 
principal  Jews,  but  the  first  person   in    the   court  of  Esther,  x.8. 
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chatto  VI.    Ahasuerus,  and  he  was  one  of  the  ten  principal  Jews  who 
did  return  in  the  first  of  Coresch ;  this  all  harmonises  in 
itself.     And  we  have  in  this  holy  man  an  instance  of 
God's  promise  being  verified. 
MordecaicMne  Some  would  avoid  this  ars^ument,  as  I  have  already 

observed,  by  denying  the  Mordecai^  who  returned  from 
the  Captivity,  to  be  the  Mordecai  of  Esther.  If  it  be 
admitted,  that  he  went  into  captivity,  few  will  care  to 
argue  as  to  whether  he  came  out  of  captivity ;  however^ 
the  necessity  of  multiplying  noted  people  of  the  same 
name  argues  against  a  theory.  Where,  in  a  small  com- 
munity, two  or  three  historians^  namely,  Ezra,  Nehemiah, 
and  probably  Joshua  the  high-priest,  contemporary  with 
each  other,  as  also  nearly  so  with  the  individuals  of 
whom  they  write,  speak  each  of  a  person  of  note  of  the 
name  of  Mordecai,  surely  the  presumption  is  very  strong 
in  favour  of  his  being  the  same  person,  and  no  one  should 
assume  that  different  persons  are  intended,  without  some 
proofs  in  support  of  the  supposition ;  far  less  has  he  any 
right  to  object  to  the  simple  view  that  the  Mordecai  in 
each  of  the  histories  is  the  same.  Willet  justly  observes, 
that  you  might  as  well  say,  that  Moses  was  not  Moses, 
as  that  Mordecai  was  not  Mordecai.  It  is  by  subter- 
fuges of  this  sort  that ''  the  confusion  of  names  becomes 
embarrassing." 

Having  set  aside  this  evasion,  I  repeat,  that  the  evi- 
dence from  the  text  of  Esther,  as  well  as  from  the  ancient 
Jewish  authorities,  and  the  judgment  of  unprejudiced 
individuals,  makes  it  most  highly  probable,  if  not  abso- 
lutely certain,  that  not  Kish,  but  Mordecai,  went  into 
captivity. 

The  important  consequence  which  I  draw  from  this  is, 
that  the  history  of  Esther  must  have  been  during  the 
Captivity,  It  could  not  have  happened  after  the  end  of 
the  seventy  years'  desolations;   for,  suppose  Mordecai's 
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deportation  was  when  he  was  an  infant,  still  the  difference 

of  age  between  him  and  his  cousin,  when  she  became 

queen,  would  be  improbable,  if  not  impossible.     If  the 

Darius,  in  whose  reign  the  desolations  terminated,  was 

Hystaspis — which  all  who  throw  the  history  of  Esther 

after  the  Captivity   maintain — then,   suppose  Mordecai 

was  one  year  old  when  removed,  79  years  to  the  Mordecai caoti    aoed..    i 

first  of  Darius,  when  the  desolations  terminated,  Jei|Sofi)2^**f!!°^.::  m 

36  more  years  of  his  reign,  and  7  years  of  the  Yeamof  Ah«w«;ii  iiii^r 

reign  of  Ahasuerus,  when  Esther  was  just  marriageable, 
would  make  her  cousin  123,  causing  a  difference  of  age  of 
considerably  above  a  century,  and  of  nearly  a  century,  if 
the  history  was  after  the  termination  of  the  Captivity, 
but  before  the  end  of  the  desolations. 

I  have  argued,  that  the  Mordecai  of  Esther,  Ezra, 
and  Nehemiah,  is  the  same  person.  This  will  present 
another  difficulty  in  the  way  of  supposing  that  the  history 
of  Esther  was  after  the  Captivity ;  for,  as  Mordecai 
returned  with  Zerubbabel  from  the  Captivity,  if  the 
history  of  Esther  was  after  that,  the  pious  old  man  must 
have  again  left  the  land  of  his  nativity,  and  of  his 
father's  sepulchres,  for  the  land  of  captivity  and  weep- 
ing, when  above  eighty  years  of  age,  a  supposition  highly 
improbable. 

A  third  difficulty,  which  is  presented  upon  the  suppo- 
sition of  the  history  of  Esther  having  been  after  the 
Captivity,  is  the  age  of  Mordecai  absolutely  considered, 
and  not  simply  in  comparison  with  his  cousin ;  for,  seven 
years  after  the  Carriage  of  Esther,  Mordecai  was  Vizier, 
and  in  active  life,  when,  according  to  my  adversaries,  he 
must  have  been  130  years  old. 

Lastly,  can  we  suppose  that  Ezra  and  Nehemiah 
would  have  been  totally  silent  about  the  story  of  Esther, 
or  their  seeking  assistance  from  Mordecai,  had  their 
histories  embraced  the  same  period?    The  supposition 
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CHAymvi.    that  the  decree  of  Artaxerxes  was  obtained  through  the 

5SI!!^^r8%.  influence  of  Esther  is  an  anachronism^  for  Ezra  started 
with  the  decree  in  the  first  month  in  the  seventh  year  of 
the  king.    The  plot  against  the  Jews  was  in  his  twelfth 

Esth.ii.90;m.7;  vear,  and  Esther  did  not  make  known  her  kindred  until 
after  that  time. 

clSSi^^**'*  Hitherto  I  have  shewn  that  the  history  of  Esther 
could  not  have  been  after  the  Captivity ;  I  will  now  add 
some  arguments  in  favour  of  its  being  during  the  Cap- 
tivity.*    *'  It  appears  from  Esther,"  says  Bishop  Newton, 

jew»ingre«t  "  that  there  were  numbers  of  Jews  in  all  the  127  pro- 
vinces  of  Ahasuerus,  and  they  could  not  all  be  the  re- 
mains of  the  two  tribes  who  refused  to  go  to  Jerusalem." 
I  think  this  consideration  influenced  Des  Vignoles  in 
placing  the  history  of  Esther  during  the  Captivity.    Hales 

Esth.tu.4.        calculates  that  the  sum  oflered  by  Haman  to  Ahasuerus 

p^Sto.  ^^^  leave  to  destroy  the  Jews  was  ''  upwards  of  two  mil- 
lions sterling,"  and  that  this  in  all  probability  was 
"  considerably  short  of  the  full  amount  of  Jewish  tri- 
bute ;"  this  number  of  Jews  would  lead  us  to  infer  that 
it  was  before  they  had  returned  from  captivity. 

jew?E^.''u.  m!  Again,  the  condition  of  the  Jews  shews  that  they  were 
in  Captivity :  it  was  the  policy  of  Mordecai  that  Esther 
should  not  make  known  her  kindred,  from  which  we 
must  infer  that  they  were  in  a  state  of  oppression ;  and, 
the  intention  to  massacre  the  Jews  being  known  so  long 
beforehand,  one  wonders,  if  they  were  not  in  captivity, 
why  they  did  not  leave  the  country.  The  Greek  additions 
to  the  book  of  Esther  are  explicit.      "  Nevertheless,  it 

*  Allen,  in  his  Chronology,  p.  200,  argues  in  favour  of  this 
opinion,  and  says  that  the  judgment  of  Bullinger,  Perkins,  Mel- 
chanus,  and  Finch,  are  biassed  this  way.  The  Jews  say  that  Shim- 
shai  (Ezra,  iv.  8)  was  son  of  Haman,  which  shews  that,  according  to 
their  tradition,  Ahasuerus  reigned  during  the  Captivity ;  but  is  not 
Esther,  x.  10,  against  their  notion  respecting  Shimshai  ? 
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satisfieth    them    not    that    we    are    in    bitter  captivity ^  ^tth.  xiv.  s. 

but  they  have  stricken  their  hands  with  their  idols," 

&c. 

Clearly  there  was  an  "Ahasuerus  of  the  seed  of  the  AhMuerus  during 

•^  ,  the  CapUrity, 

Medes"  during  the  Captivity,  for  Darius,  his  son,  hadi>«»-^-i- 
himself  sons,  when  the  desolations  were  ended ;  this,  Em,  vi.  lo. 
therefore,  throws  his  own  birth  and  therefore  his  father^s 
life  back  to  twenty  or  more  years  before  the  termination 
of  the  Captivity.  Whether  the  words  "  which  was  made  D»n.ix.  i. 
king  over  the  realm  of  the  Chaldeans  "  refer  to  Darius  or 
to  Ahasuerus,  may  be  ambiguous,  but  Ahasuerus  being 
the  immediate  antecedent,  would  lead  us  to  suppose 
that  they  relate  to  him  and  not  to  Darius;*'  and  the 
words  ''In  the  first  year  of  his  reign"  are  repeated  in 
order  to  bring  us  back  to  Darius.  And  as  this  Darius 
reigned  after  Coresch  and  after  Artaxerxes,  in  whose 
reign  the  building  of  the  temple  was  stopped,  the 
kingdom,  after  two  Persian  monarchs,  could  scarcely  be 
called  the  realm  of  the  Chaldeans ;  but  if  Ahasuerus 
succeeded  Darius  the  Median,  who  took  the  king- 
dom when  sixty-two,  and  therefore  probably  shortly 
before  his  death,  it  would  not  be  remarkable  that 
the  kingdom  should  still  be  called  the  realm  of  the 
Chaldeans. 

Lastly,  why  should  "Darius  the  king"  be  described  Hag. i.i. 
as  son  of  Ahasuerus,  unless  Ahasuerus  had  been  not  only 
a  king  but  a  known  and  great  king,  and  I  should  say 
defined  as  he  who  was  made  king  over  the  realm  of  the 
Chaldeans  ?  especially  when,  according  to  my  opponents, 
this  Ahasuerus  is  not  mentioned  elsewhere  in  Scripture, 

*  But  Ctesias  tells  us  that  Darius  was  made  Satrap  of  Hyrcania 
during  his  father*s  lifetime ;  it  is  not  improbable  that  this  expression 
is  to  distinguish  the  time  of  his  commencing  to  reign  over  Chaldsea. 
This  king  is  styled  in  Scripture,  Ezra,  vi.  22,  King  of  Assyria ;  and  in 
Thucydides,  iv.  50,  his  language  is  stated  to  have  been  the  Assyrian. 

F 
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CHArmVL  for  the  title  would  add  no  dignity  and  give  no  in-, 
formation. 

We  may  then  conclude  that  there  certainly  was  an 
Ahasuerus  during  the  Captivity,  because,  as  I  have  said, 
the  son  of  Ahasuerus,  together  with  his  sons,  was  alive  at 
the  close  of  the  desolations :  this  Ahasuerus  was  certainly 
father  to  a  king ;  he  was,  in  all  likelihood,  king  himself, 
and  probably  king  over  the  realm  of  the  Chaldeans.  If, 
then,  an  Ahasuerus  did  reign  at  that  time,  and  we  know 
of  no  other  Ahasuerus  who  could,  it  corroborates  the 
opinion  that  the  Ahasuerus  of  Esther  did  reign  during 
the  Captivity. 

If  Ahasuerus  reigned  during  the  Captivity,  then  the 

age  of  Mordecai  would  suit  very  well  with  that  of  Esther 

Mordecai  captive  when    5  at  the  time  of  her  marriage;  for,  taking  for  the 

BenudnderofNebochad.  35  , 

ETUMerodath 2  prcscut  the  usual  datcs  which  are  not  so  favourable 

BeUhassar 4   -^ 

^^[J^J^^^;; ;;;;  J  as  those  which  I  shall  hereafter  propose,  it  would 

^  make  Mordecai  about  fifty-six  when  his  cousin  was 
about  sixteen. 

coNMh.  The  next  king  mentioned  in  Scripture  appears  to  be 

Cyrus,  or  more  properly  Coresch,  for  I  see  no  direct 
mention  of  any  other  king  during  the  Captivity ;  and,  as 

Sara,!.  1.  the  rctum  from  bondage  was  during  the  first  year  of  his 

reign,  I  put  him  down  next  on  the  list. 

Artazenes.  After  Coresch,  either  one  or  two  kings  reigned  of  the 

Ezra,  iy.  6, 7.  name  of  Ahasuerus  and  Artaxerxes  :  I  have  stated  this 
ambiguously,  because  there  is  a  doubt  to  be  discussed. 
''  Then  the  people  •  •  •  •  hired  counsellors  against  them 
•  •  •  •  all  the  days  of  Coresch,  king  of  Persia,  even  until 
the  reign  of  Darius,  king  of  Persia ;  and  in  the  reign  of 
Ahasuerus,  in  the  beginning  of  his  reign,  wrote  they  an 
accusation  against  the  inhabitants  of  Judah  and  Jeru- 
salem ;  and  in  the  days  of  Artaxerxes  wrote  Bilsham," 

&c upon  which  ''sent  the  king  an   answer  unto 

Rehum  •  • .  •  give  ye  now  commandment  to  cause  these 
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men  to  cease.  Now  when  the  copy  of  King  Artaxerxes' 
letter  [was]  read  before  Rehum  •  •  •  •  they  made  them  to 
cease  by  force  and  power;  then  ceased  the  work  of  the 
house  of  God,  which  is  at  Jerusalem.  So  it  ceased  unto 
the  second  year  of  Darius,  king  of  Persia."  Dr.  Hales,  Bsr»,  ly.  5.24. 
desiring  to  set  aside  this  order  of  succession,  throws 
Ezra,  iv.  6-23,  into  a  parenthesis,  which  appears  violent 
and  unwarrantable,  for  it  not  only  omits  the  names  which 
intervene  between  Coresch  and  Darius,  but  it  also  makes 
it  necessary  that  other  names,  not  mentioned,  should  be 
inserted :  it  supposes  the  narrative  to  be  dislocated  by  a 
long  detail  of  what  no  king  at  that  time  did  do,  and  a 
direct  inference  to  arise  from  something  untold,  done  by 
some  king  not  mentioned ;  for  if  the  decree  of  Artaxerxes 
was  not  the  cause  of  the  building  ceasing,  there  is  no 
other  decree  to  that  effect,  from  Coresch  or  any  other 
king  mentioned;  but,  on  the  contrary,  there  is  strong 
evidence  by  implication  against  such  having  been  pro- 
mulgated by  Coresch,  for  that  monarch  knew  and  de- 
clared that  God  had  appointed  him  to  lay  the  foundation  Ezra,  1.2. 
of  the  temple,  and  his  decree  to  that  effect,  according 
to  the  laws  of  the  Medes  and  Persians  could  not  be 
altered. 

The  angel,  Dan.  x.  13,  successfully  opposed  the  ma- 
chinations of  the  Jews'  enemies  during  the  reign  of 
Coresch,  and  probably  he  refers  to  the  counsellors  having 
been  hired  against  the  Hebrews,  in  that  reign ;  for  in  the 
second  year  of  Coresch,  the  foundation  of  the  temple  was 
laid,  then  the  adversaries  of  Judah  proposed  to  co-ope- 
rate ;  but  upon  Zerubbabel  declining,  the  counsellors 
were  hired :  five  or  six  months  must  have  elapsed  before 
they  could  arrive  at  Babylon,  which  brings  us  to  the 
close  of  the  second  year  of  Coresch,  and  accounts  for  the 
angel  having  been  withstood  twenty-one  days  in  the  first 
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cbapto  VI.    month  of  his  third  year,  but,  instead  of  an  unfavourable 
Dan.  X.  1. 4. 13.    ^j^^j.^^^  there  was  angelic  succour. 

The  decree  to  stop  the  building  of  the  temple  could 

E«rm  It.  19-21.  not  havc  been  after  the  reign  of  the  second  Darius, 
otherwise   the  Lord  would   not  have  accomplished   the 

Dftn.  iz.  2  ;H«g.L  desolations  of  Jerusalem,  in  the  beginning  of  his  reign; 
and  in  the  sixth  of  Darius  the  temple  was  finished; 
therefore,  necessarily,  the  Artaxerxes,  whose  decree  is 
mentioned  in  Ezra,  iv.  17-23,  reigned  between  Coresch 
and  Darius,  as  the  language  plainly  implies. 

Esn,  iv.  6.  i^  however,  admit  that  the  mention  of  Ahasuerus  might 

be  parenthetical  without  disturbing  the  sense ;  for  it  cer- 
tainly is  very  incidental ;  but  some  argue  that  Ahasuerus 

See  cary  on  An-  and  Artaxerxes  denote  the  same  kins:,  one  being  the 

elentTime.  ^'  f^ 

Hebrew,  the  other  the  Chaldee ;  this,  I  think,  is  not 
onDanieUpp.60,  improbable.  The  Layman  says,  "  It  is  probable  that  this 
Ahasuerus  is  the  same  king  with  Artaxerxes,  the  third  on 
the  list;  for  we  find  the  verse  in  which  Ahasuerus  is 
mentioned  in  Canonical  Ezra,  entirely  omitted  in  the 
parallel  passage  of  Apocryphal  Esdras,  and  it  has  pro- 
bably been  put  in  from  the  margin.  No  mention  is  made 
of  this  king  by  Josephus ;  and  in  the  Latin  translation, 
and  by  Philo,  they  are  said  to  be  one  and  the  same  king." 
But  perhaps  this  Ahasuerus  is  Xerxes  the  Second,  who 
succeeded  Artaxerxes,  and  reigned  for  two  or  three 
months. 

To  Artaxerxes  succeeded  Darius,  son  of  Ahasuerus. 
By  the  ages  of  the  priests  and  Levites  we  may  ap- 
proximate with  tolerable  precision  to  the  length  of  time 
from  the  beginning  of  Coresch  to  the  end  of  this  Darius's 
Kara,  ii.  1,  with    rcign.     In  Nehemiah  there  are  two  lists, —  one  of  those 

Neh.  xii.  1,  fcc.  " 

who  went  up  with  Joshua  and  Zerubbabel  in  the  first  of 
Coresch, —  another,  of  those  who  sealed  the  covenant  in 
Neh.  z.  1,  Ac.      the  twentieth  year  of  the  second  Artaxerxes. 
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Nbhemiah,  Chap.  XII. 

"  The  priests  and  Levites  that 
went  up  with  Zerubbabel,  the 
son  of  Shealtiel  and  Joshua : 

Seraiah 

Jeremiah 
Ezra 

Amariah 

Malluch  (or  Melicu,  ver.  14) 
Hattush 

Shechaniah  (or  Shebaniah, 
ver.  14) 

Rehum  (or  Harim,  ver,  15) 
Meremoth  (or  Meraioth,  ver.  15) 
Iddo 


Ginnetho  (orGinnethon,ver.l6) 


Abijah 

Miamin  (or  Miniamin,ver.l7) 

Maadiah  (or  Moadiah,  ver.  17) 

Bilgah 

Shemaiah 

Joiarib,  Jedaiah,  Sallu  (or  Sal- 

lai,  ver.  20) 
Amok,  Hilkiah,  Jedaiah. 

"These  were  the  chief  of  the 
priests  and  of  their  brethren  in 
the  days  of  Jeshua ; 

"Moreover  the  Levites 
Jeshua 
Binnui 
Kadmiel 
Sherebiah 


Nehemiah,  Chap.  X. 

"  Now  those  that  sealed  [were] 
Nehemiah  the  Tirshatha,  the  son 
of  Haealiah  and  Zidkijah :  *' 

Seraiah 
Azariah 
Jeremiah 

Pashur 

Amariah 

Malchijah 

Hattush 

Shebaniah 

Malluch 

Harim 

Meremoth 

Obadiah 

Daniel 

Ginnethon 

Baruch 

Meshullam 

Abijah 

Mijamin 

Maaziah 

Bilgai 

Shemaiah 


Eznt,  viii.  33. 


Esra,  viii.  2. 


Neh.  xii.  13  or  IG. 


"  These  were  the  priests 


"And  the  Levites:  both 
Joshua,  the  son  of  Azaniah,       ^eh.  viu.  7.  Ws 
Binnui,  of  the  sons  of  Henadad  g&^^lSi^tt; 
Kadmiel,  and  their  brethren      ^^^f^!^ 
Shebaniah  (?  )  Neh.  iz.  4. 
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Chaptei  VI.    Jndah 


Neh.  rUi.  7. 


Neh.  Till.  7. 


Neh.  Till.  7. 


Neh.  Till.  7. 


Same  names  in 
both  lists. 


Enra,  li.  2. 


Neh.  zi.  11. 


Hodijah  (comp.  Ezra,  ii.  40,  and 
iii.  9) 
Mattaniah,  over  the  thanksgiv- 
ing, he  and  his  brethren        Kelita  (orKelaiah,  Ezra,  x.  23). 
Bakbukiah,  and 
Unni 

Their  brethren  over  against     Pelaiah,  Hanan,  Micha,  Rehob, 
them  in  the  watches."  Hashabiah  (Ezra,viii.l9;  Neh. 

xii.24),  Zaccur,  Sherebiah  (Ez- 
ra,  viii.  18 ;  Neh.  viii.  7;  xii.  24), 
Shebaniah,  Hodijah,  Bani,  Be- 


ninu. 


«t 


In  comparing  these  lists,  one  must  be  struck,  in  many 
instances,  not  only  with  the  recurrence  of  the  same 
names,  but  also  with  their  recurrence  in  the  same  order, 
together  with  additional  grounds  of  identification ;  for 
example,  the  first  on  the  list  of  those  who  returned  from 
the  Captivity  is  Seraiah :  he  is  also  mentioned  as  one  of 
the  great  men,  his  name  occurring  after  Zerubbabel, 
Jeshua,  and  Nehemiah ;  he  also  immediately  follows  Ne- 
hemiah  in  sealing  the  covenant  in  the  twentieth  of  Artax- 
erxes  the  Second.*  All  this  accords  satisfactorily  with  Se- 
raiah being  at  that  time  "the  ruler  of  the  house  of  God," 
therefore  he  was  specially  mentioned  as  one  of  the  great 
men  who  returned  from  captivity,  and  therefore  he  took 
precedence  in  sealing  the  covenant. 

In  like  manner,  among  the  Levites  who  came  up  with 
Zerubbabel,  Mattaniah  is  mentioned,  and  further  dis- 
tinguished by  being  "  over  the  thanksgiving."  Now, 
though  he  is  not  recorded  as  having  sealed  the  covenant, 

*  That  it  was  still  the  twentieth  of  Artaxerxes  appears  from  com- 
paring Neh.  ii.  1,  vi.  15  ;  the  wall  was  finished  on  the  twenty-fifth  of 
the  sixth  month,  in  fifly-two  days :  this  allows  four  months  for  the 
journey  of  Nehemiah.  In  the  first  day  of  the  seventh  month  they 
read  the  law,  Neh.  viii.  2,  and  in  the  twenty-fourth  day  of  the  same 
month  they  sealed  the  covenant,  Neh.  ix.  1,  38 ;  x.  1. 
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yet  he  is  noticed  as  residing  at  Jerusalem  at  that  time, 
and  identified  by  being  "the  principal  to  begin   the Neh. xl  17. 
thanksgiving  in   prayer."     The  same   may  be  said  of 
Bakbukiah^  who  in  both  places  is  mentioned  as  among 

the  singers.  Neh.xl.l7;xil.9. 

The  porters,  Talmon  and  Accub,  are  recorded  in  both  Enr«.u.4a;Neii. 
places.    They  were  in  that  office  also  when  Joiakim  was  *»  ^* 
high-priest,  whose  predecessor,  Joshua,  was  high-priest  in 
the  seventh  of  Artaxerxes,  and  his  successor,  Eliashib,  in  Neh.  xii.  lo. 
the  twentieth  of  that  king.  H«h.  w.  1. 

Of  the  two  individuals  over  the  Nethenims  in  the  Neh.  zl  si. 
twentieth  of  Artaxerxes,   one   came  up  the  head  of  a 
family  in  the  first  year  of  Coresch.  En*,  u.  43. 

Something  also  may  be  gathered  from  names  which  do 
not  recur  in  both  the  lists ;  for  example,  Iddo  came  back 
in  the  first  of  Coresch,  but  did  not  seal  the  covenant  in 
the  twentieth  of  Artaxerxes,  for  Iddo  must  have  been 
aged  when  he  returned,  because  his  grandson  Zechariah, 
though  young,  yet  prophesied  in  the  second  of  Darius,  which  zech.  u.  4. 
was  therefore  all  the  reign  of  Darius,  as  well  as  nineteen  comp.  zech.  1. 1. 

Neh.  zii.  16,  Esra, 

years  of  the  reign  of  Artaxerxes,  before  the  sealing.  And,  ▼.  i. 

though  most  of  the  chief-priests  sealed  the  covenant  in 

the  twentieth  of  Artaxerxes,  yet  they  were  above  fifty  Numb.  iv.  a. 

years  of  age,  in  the  time  of  Joiakim,  who  was  pre- Neh.  xu.  is. 

decessor  of  Eliashib  the  high-priest  in  the  twentieth  of  Neh.  111.1. 

Artaxerxes. 

The  recurrence  of  so  many  names  supplies  an  accu- 
mulation of  evidence  in  support  of  the  twentieth  of  Ar- 
taxerxes IT.  having  been  within  the  average  length  of  life 
from  the  first  year  of  Coresch. 

But  the  Levites  were  not  numbered  until  they  were 
twenty  years  of  age ;  so  any  who  bare  that  office  when 
they  came  out  of  captivity  must  have  been  twenty  years 
old  in  the  first  of  Coresch.  I»  therefore,  suppose  fifty 
years  to  be  as  much  as  we  can  allow  between  the  first  of 
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chaptkbvi.    Coresch  and   the   twentieth   of  Artaxerxes.     Thus,   for 

example,  Mattaniah  would  be  about  seventy-six  years  of 

age  in  the  twentieth  of  Artaxerxes ;  for  at  that  time  Uzzi, 

the  son  of  Bani,  the  son  of  Hashabiah,  the  son  of  Mat- 

Neh.xi.  17,22;    tauiah,  the  son  of  Micha,  was  overseer  of  the  Levites;  at 

1  Chron.  ix.  15.  '  '  ' 

which  time,  therefore,  he  must  have  been  above  twenty 
Extracted  from  a  vears  of  a&:e.     '^  Accordiue  to  the  Talmud,  the  best  a&ce  at 

notice  in  Cahen's  "^  ,  .    .  t        i  i  .       ,  .  .    , 

Hebrew  Bible,  which  a  man  should  marry  is  thirteen  years,  yet  eighteen 
years  is  a  good  age ;  and  he,  who  having  arrived  at  the 
age  of  twenty,  refuses  to  marry,  ought  to  be  compelled 
to   do   so   by  legal  authority."     Suppose^  according  to 

Mattaniah  ....18  this,    that    Mattaniah,    Hashabiah,    and    Bani    married 

Haflhabiah  ....18  i    .|.  tt      •  i 

Ba^ 18  when  seventeen,  and  if  Uzzi  was  twenty-two  when  over- 

Mattaniah»8age76  ®^^'*  ^^  ^^^  Lcvitcs,  it  would  make  Mattaniah  seventy- 
six  in  the  twentieth  of  Artaxerxes.  Another  of  Mattaniah's 
descendants,  in  the  fourth  generation,  is  mentioned  as 
in  of&ce  in  the  twentieth  of  Artaxerxes.  "  Zechariah,* 
the  son  of  Jonathan,  the  son  of  Shemaiah,  the  son  of 

Nehjiii.  4 ;        Mattaniah/'  &c. 

The  same  period  of  time  seems  probable  from  the 

2King8,iucy.  18,  succcssiou  of  high-pricsts.     Scraiah  was  slain  and  Jeho- 

zadak  his  son  went  into  captivity   in   the   eleventh  of 

ichron.vi.u,i5.  Zedekiah;   Joshua,  a  son   of  Josedech,  was   high-priest 

Hag.i.  1;  Eara,   from  the  first  of  Corcsch  till  the  end  of  the  second  Darius. 

iU.2;Zech.Ti.ll.  * 

and  probably  as  long  as  the  seventh  of  Artaxerxes ; 
Ezra.  X.  18.        Joiakim   succeeded,  and   from   before   the  twentieth   of 

Artaxerxes  until  the  thirty-fourth  of  his  reign,  Eliashib 
Neh.  iii.  1 ;  xiii.   was  hiffh-pricst. 

6,28.  . 

Several  instances  in  the  kings  of  Judah  confirm  the 
statement  extracted  from  the  Talmud  respecting  the  early 
marriages  of  the  Jews.  In  the  case  of  the  high-priest, 
the  anxiety  to  have  a  regular  succession  would  especially 
enforce  this  custom.     Then  suppose  Josedech  very  young 

*  The  word  ^'"namdy''^  seems  wrongly  supplied  in  the  authorised 
version  of  Neh.  xii.  35  \  for  Mattaniah  was  not  a  priest  but  a  singer. 
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when  he  went  into  captivity,  stitl  we  must  conceive  that 
Joshua  was  born  less  than  twenty  years  afterwards,  which 
would  make  him  sixty  in  the  beginning  of  the  reign  of 
Darius,  and  nearly  ninety  when  last  mentioned.  The 
same  reasoning  would  suppose  Eliashib  to  be  born  at  the 
conclusion  of  the  Captivity,  and,  therefore,  about  sixty- 
three  when  last  mentioned.  The  great  age  of  Joshua ''^ 
would  make  it  probable  that  the  priesthood  of  Joiakim 
was  short. 

When  this  argument  for  the  shortness  of  the  time 
between  Coresch  and  Artaxerxes  first  struck  me,  I 
thought,  if  I  was  not  under  some  delusion,  that  it  must 
be  conclusive.  I,  therefore,  anxiously  turned  to  such 
commentators  as  were  within  my  reach;  but,  with  one 
exception,  these  facts  were  passed  over  in  silence.  Scott, 
indeed,  with  an  unguarded  honesty,  which  is  admirable, 
but  with  a  confident  indifference,  which  is  unsatisfactory, 
says,  ''  Several  of  the  names  are  the  same  as  those  of  the 
priests  who  sealed  the  covenant,  but  different  persons  must 
be  intended"  Surely  such  an  extraordinary  coincidence 
is  not  to  be  set  aside  so  lightly.  If  the  names  were  so 
common  they  would  cease  to  distinguish,  they  would  no 
longer  be  designations.  Nor  is  it  in  accordance  with 
other  examples  in  Scripture.  How  rarely  do  we  find  in 
the  different  pedigrees  the  same  proper  names  repeated.     Take  for  example 

Sir  Isaac  Newton  has  attempted  to  remove  the  diffi-  §J^^*-  ^jj^u  "^ 
culty,  by  understanding  the  renewal  of  the  covenant  to  **  *"*^* 
have  been,  not  in  the  twentieth  of  Artaxerxes,  but  in  the 
first  of  Coresch,  and  that  Nehemiah,  when  speaking  of 
this  transaction^  is  still  quoting  the  register  of  the  gene- 
alogy of  those  who  came  up  at  the  first.     "  When  aNeh.vii.6. 
standard-bearer    fainteth,"  it   proves    the  weakness   of 

*  A  document,  subsequently  quoted  from  Fhilo,  supposes  Joshua 
to  have  been  bom  three  or  four  years  after  the  commencement  of  the 
Captivity,  and  to  have  lived  130  years. 
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CHAPTim  VI.    his  cause.     The  tenor  of  the  passage  is  against  this 

idea,   and  some  are  mentioned  in  this  chapter  of  Ne- 

hemiah  who  were  in  office  in  the  days  of  Jehoiakim, 

Taimoo  and  Ac-  who  was  high-priest  between  the  seventh  and  twentieth 

*^  **      **      of  Artaxerxes.    Moreover,  Nehemiah,  the  son  of  Hecha- 

liahy  sealed  the  covenant  as  Tirshatha,  which  he  was  not 

Neh.u.A.  until  the  twentieth  of  Artaxerxes.    Daniel,  the  priest  also, 

Neh.zii.6,ii,is.  with  Hashabiah  and  Sherabiah,  the  Levites  who  sealed 

Ezra,  viL  7.  with  the  covcuaut.  Only  went  up  with  Ezra  in  the  seventh  of 

Artaxerxes.     And,  to  crown  all,   Nehemiah  speaks   of 

those  who  had  returned  from  captivity  as  if  some  were 

yet  alive.     *^  I  asked  them  concerning  the  Jews  that  had 

Neh.  i.  9.  escaped  which  were  left  of  the  Captivity.^'     So  I  conclude, 

that  what  has  been  so  feebly  opposed  must  be  most 

forcibly  true. 

I  have  shewn,  I  conceive,  that  fifty  years  approximate 
the  maximum ;  and  none,  I  suppose,  will  be  inclined  to 
say  that  the  space  was  less,  between  the  first  of  Coresch 
and  the  twentieth  of  Artaxerxes.  I  will  now  advance  a 
conjecture  respecting  the  precise  period. 
Tempiej^iix  The  Jcws,  whcu  caviUing  against  the  Lord,  derided 
the  idea  of  his  being  able  to  perform,  in  three  days,  that 
which  it  had  taken  forty-six  years  to  accomplish,  dating, 
of  course,  from  the  foundation  of  the  temple,  and  includ- 
ing all  the  difficulties  which  they  had  to  surmount  before 
completing  it. 

Before  I  make  use  of  this  information,  it  will  be 
necessary  to  say  a  word  or  two  upon  what  temple  it  is,  to 
which  the  Jews  refer. 

Those  who  suppose  it  was  a  temple  built  by  Herod, 

cite  Josephus,  and  Josephus  alone,  in  support  of  their 

opinion.     If  they  take  the  authority  of  Josephus,  they 

should  take  it  whole  and  unmutilated ;  and  he  says,  the 

joflephii8*f  Ant.  temple  was  built  in  one  year  and  six  months^  and  the 

ft 6, 6.  *  cloisters  were  built  in  eight  years;  he,  therefore,  cannot 
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be  speaking  of  the  same  bailding  as  that  which  took 
forty-six  years.  2.  The  Jews  never  call  the  temple  de- 
stroyed by  Titus  the  third  temple,  but  the  second.  And 
3.  Josephus  himself  does,  in  fact,  call  Herod's  rebuilding  josepinu'fWan, 
only  a  repairing.  I  have  in  a  subsequent  part  of  this 
work  examined  into  why  Josephus  calls  the  repairing  by 
Herod  a  rebuilding. 

But  there  is  an  expression  in  Josephus,  *'  And  now  it  Jo«phiis*i  Ant. 

■^  ^  ^  b.  zx.  ch.  ix.  9  7. 

was  that  the  temple  was  finished;"  from  which,  those 
who  apply  John,  ii,  20,  to  the  work  of  Herod,  would  infer 
that  the  temple  had,  up  to  that  time,  been  forty-six  years 
rebuilding,  and  that  the  building  continued  until  the 
days  of  Nero.  But,  is  it  possible  to  suppose  that  18,000 
men  were  eighty- five  years  rebuilding  the  temple  ?  Is  it 
not  wonderful,  if  this  large  number  of  men  was  at  work 
upon  the  temple  during  the  time  of  our  Lord's  ministry, 
and  for  many  years  after,  that  there  should  be  no  allusion 
to  the  works  in  progress  or  to  the  workmen  either  in  the 
Gospels  or  Acts?  The  pinnacle  of  the  temple  was  finished 
at  the  commencement  of  the  Lord's  ministry,  which  one 
would  suppose  would  be  the  last  thing ;  and  how  strange, 
when  the  disciples  called  the  Lord's  attention  to  the 
temple,  that  nothing  dropped  to  shew  that  it  was  not 
above  half  built  at  that  time. 

Again,  those  who  refer  John,  ii.  20,  to  a  temple  built 
by  Herod,  are  bound  to  reconcile  Josephus  with  himself; 
but,  understanding  it  as  I  do,  there  is  no  inconsistency  in 
the  account.  Herod  finished  his  repairs  of  the  temple  in 
a  year  and  a  half,  and  he  built  the  cloisters  in  eight  years^ 
part  of  the  new  foundation  subsequently  gave  way,  and  ^t.b.xY.ch.xi. 
fell  down,  which  was  repaired  in  the  days  of  Nero. 
We  are,  therefore,  called  upon  to  apply  John,  ii.  20  to 
the  rebuilding  of  the  second  temple,  when  and  how  must 
be  our  next  inquiry. 

It  would  appear  from  Ezra,  vi.  14,  vii.  27,  that  the 
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HA>m  VI.  temple  was  not  completed  until  the  reign  of  Artaxerxes ; 
but  there  are  two  dates  in  the  reign  of  Artaxerxes,  which 
it  is  necessary  to  consider,  one,  the  seventh  year  of  that 

»,TiLi7.  king,  when  Ezra  went  up  with  the  decree  to  beautify  the 
temple ;  the  other  date  is  the  twentieth,  when  Nehemiah 

i.vi.i5.         completed  the  building  of  the  wall  of  the  city. 

In  favour  of  Ezra's  mission,  we  must  notice  that  then 
the  house  was  beautified,  and  the  worship  of  God  properly 
established;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  in  Nehemiah  there 
is  no  mention  of  the  temple. 

In  favour  of  the  twentieth  of  Artaxerxes,  it  may  be 
said  that  the  wall  was  then  completed,  and  in  troublous 
times,  which  seems  to  tally  with  the  subdivision  of  the 
seven  and  sixty-two  weeks  in  Daniel;  and  this,  I  own^ 
is  what  chiefly  influences  me  to  consider  the  twentieth  of 
Artaxerxes,  though  at  the  same  time  I  feel  that  it  is  not 
legitimate  to  adapt  history  to  prophecy,  but  rather  to 
shew  how  the  prophecy  harmonises  with  the  history. 

If  the  forty-six  years,  John,  ii.  20,  had  reference  to  the 
completion  of  the  temple  by  Ezra,  then  the  sealing  in  the 
twentieth  of  Artaxerxes  must  have  been  rather  more  than 
half  a  century,  or  about  fifty-six  years  from  the  proclama- 
tion of  Coresch. 

Three  kings,  according  to  the  heavenly  messenger, 

inp.Dftn.x.  1,  were  to  "  stand  up"  between  Coresch  and  the  last  king 
against    whom   Alexander   came.      The    expression,   to 

^^^'^n'***   "stand  up,"  denotes  apparently  warlike  and  vigorous 

ek.  xxii.  14.  kings.  So  possibly  kings  of  inferior  note  might  not  be 
included  in  this  number.  If  any  one  object  that  this  is 
prophetical  and  not  properly  historical  evidence,  I  reply 
in  the  language  of  Bishop  Newton,  who  says,  that ''  the 
exactness  [of  the  first  part  of  Daniel  xi.]  with  the  his- 
tory was  so  convincing,  that  Porphyry  could  not  pretend 
to  deny  it:  he  rather  laboured  to  confirm  it,  and  drew 
this  inference  from  it,  that  the  prophecy  was  so  very 
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exact,  that  it  could  not  possibly  have  been  written  before, 
but  must  have  been  written  in,  or  soon  after,  the  time  of 
Antiochus  Epiphanes,  all  being  true  and  exact  to  that 
time,  and  no  farther."  ?iS?^,^????» 

'  16th  DiaiertaUon. 

The  only  other  kins:,  after  the   second  ArtaxerxesDuriasthe 

.  .  .  .  PeraUn. 

whose  name  is  mentioned  in  Scripture,  is  a  third  Darius,  Neh.  xu.  23. 
who  is  designated  "  the  Persian."    That  he  reigned  some 
time  after  Artaxerxes  is  probable  from  the  Levites  beiug 
recorded  in  the  days  of  Eliashib,  Joiada,  Johanan,  and 
Jadua.     Now,  Eliashib  being  high-priest  in  the  twentieth  Neh.iii.  1. 
of  Artaxerxes,  and  there  being  three  high-priests  men- 
tioned after  him,  the   Levites  were  recorded  for  three 
successions  after  the  twentieth  of  Artaxerxes.     But  it  is 
probable  that  the  priests  were  recorded  as  long  as  the 
Levites,  and  as  they  were  recorded  to  the  reign  of  Darius  Neh.  xii.  22. 
the  Persian,  there  were  three  successions  of  high-priests 
between   the  twentieth   of  Artaxerxes   and   Darius  the 
Persian. 

I  have  now  concluded  the  Scriptural  order  of  the  suc- 
cession of  Persian  kings,  without  in  any  degree  supporting 
it  from  profane  testimony.  I  do  not  know  what  others 
will  think,  but  to  my  mind  it  bears  such  strong  internal 
evidence  of  truth,  that,  setting  aside  the  question  of  in- 
spiration, and  viewing  it  simply  as  a  historical  document, 
it  carries  conviction. 

If  we  test  the  arrangement  by  the  facts  of  Scripture,  Arrangement 

.  ,  .  tested  by  foots. 

all  will  be  found  to  harmonise  without  any  improbable 
length  being  given  to  the  ages  of  any  individuals  men- 
tioned.    For  example,  Daniel  was  taken  captive  in  the 
close  of  the  seventh  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  being  then,  as  Dan.  i.  4, 6. 
the  account  intimates,  twelve  or  fourteen  years  of  age ; 
and  in  the  second  year  of  the  second  Darius,  when  last 
mentioned,  he  was  about  ninety-five.  Azariah,  his  fellow-  Dan.  iz.  1,2. 
captive,  returned  from  bondage  when  about  eighty- two.  Dan.  1.4, 6; 
Mordecai,  being  a  child  when  enthralled  in  the  eighth  of 
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CBAym  VI.    Nebuchadnezzar,  would  be  about  fifty  when  Esther  wa« 
married,  and   about  seventy-five  when  he  returned  to 

Bsra,uLi8.  Judea.  *^  Many  of  the  priests  and  Levites/'  who  wit- 
nessed the  founding  of  the  temple  in  the  second  of 
Coresch,  and  who  recollected  the  former  temple,  were 
"  ancient  men,"  being  of  such  an  age  as  to  remember  the 
temple  which  had  been  destroyed  about  fifty  years,  would 
make  them  between  sixty  and  seventy.  But,  in  the 
second  of  Darius  it  is  asked,  ''  Who  is  left  amongst  you 
that  saw  this  house  in  her  first  glory?"  This  implies, 
that  some  few,  though  but  a  few,  were  left.  This  exactly 
agrees  also,  for  the  temple  had  been  destroyed  for  seventy 
years,  which  would  bring  the  spectators  to  fourscore  and 

Ps.zo.io;8  8am.  upward ;  an  age  to  which  few  attain. 

Again,  if  Darius  the  Second  was  the  son  of  Ahasuerus 

Daa.ix.1.  by  Esther,*  which  is  probable,  from  his  favourable  con- 
duct to  the  Jews,  then,  when  they  were  commanded  to 

Ear»,THo.  pray  for  his  sons,  he  would  be  thirty  years,  or  more, 
of  age. 

Lastly,  there  being  not  much  more  than  fifty  years 
between  the  first  of  Coresch  and  the  twentieth  of  Artax- 
erxes,  makes  it  possible  for  several  priests  and  Levites, 

N«h.x.  who  returned  "  at  the  first,"  to  have  sealed  the  covenant 

in  the  twentieth  of  Artaxerxes.    But  considering  the  pro- 

zeoii.TiiL4.  misc  of  the  faithful  God  to  these  very  people,  that  there 
should  be  old  men  dwelling  in  Jerusalem,  **  and  every  man 
with  his  staff  in  his  hand  for  very  age,"  the  possibility 
amounts  to  a  certainty. 

Thus,  I  hope,  that  according  to  my  view,  none  of  the 
coincidences  and  allusions  of  Scripture  have  been  violated. 
And,  I  think  I  may  say  with  Paley,  **  this  result  is  the 
effect  either  of  truth,  which  produces  consistency  without 

♦  "  R,  Sadiah  and  Abraham  Davidson  (in  Livelt's  Chronology)^ 
and  David  Gantz,  assert  that  Darius  was  son  of  Ahasuerus  by  Esther. 
Canus  audBuDinger  indiAe  the  same  way.'* — Willbt. 
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the  writer's  thought  or  care,  or  of  a  contexture  of  forgeries 
confirming  and  falling  in  with  each  other  by  a  species  of 
fatuity,  of  which  I  know  no  example."  S^Z***""^ 

The  Scripture  names  of  the  kings  are  similar  to  those 
which  occur  in  profane  history.  Ahashverosh  and  Xerxes 
may  appear  different;  but  Broughton  asserts  that  the 
one  in  Hebrew  precisely  corresponds  with  the  other  in 
Greek,  which  is  confirmed  by  Gill.  Scaliger  also  pro- 
nounces Ahashverosh  Oxyares^  which  is  nearly  the  same. 
Therefore,  according  to  my  principles,  we  are  not  at 
liberty  to  change  these  names,  the  order  of  which  is  as 
follows : 

Darius  the  Median 

Ahashverosh 

Coresch 

Artaxerxes 

Darius,  son  of  Ahashverosh 

Artaxerxes 


Darius  the  Persian. 

In  reviewing  the  preceding  arguments,  I  see  but  two 
points  of  doubt,  as  far  as  the  names  and  order  of  the 
kings  is  concerned.  The  first  is,  whether  Ahashverosh 
and  Artaxerxes  be  the  same  individual,  or  two  different 
kings.  A  point  which  I  can  better  examine  when  I  pro* 
ceed  to  identify  the  kings  with  those  in  profane  history. 
The  second  doubt  springs  partly  out  of  the  first;  it  is 
whether  Coresch  came  before  or  after  Ahashverosh.  The 
evidence  in  favour  of  his  coming  first  is,  1.  The  notice  of 
Ahashverosh,  in  Ezra,  iv.  6 ;  2.  The  precedence  given  to 
Persia  over  Media,  in  Esther,  i.  3, 14 ;  and  3.  The  men- 
tion of  Coresch  immediately  after  Darius,  in  Dan.  vi.  28. 
The  first,  I  have  observed,  might  be  parenthetical.  The 
precedence  given  to  Persia,  in  the  reign  of  Ahashverosh, 
might  very  well  be  accouted  for,  if  Ahashverosh  was 
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CHAPTMt  VI.  Xerxes,  for  he  ascended  the  throne  in  preference  to 
Ariamenes,  his  elder  brother,  because  he  was  son  to  the 
daughter  of  Cyrus ;  and  the  elder  brother,  who,  it  would 
appear,  governed  in  Media,  when  it  was  decided  that 
Xerxes  should  reign,  did  homage  to  his  younger  brother; 
and  Xerxes  we  know  was  very  proud  of  being  descended 
from  Cyrus.  And  with  respect  to  the  last  objection,  the 
statement  is  respecting  those  reigns  in  which  Daniel  was 
in  favour,  and  he  might  not  have  been  in  favour  in  the 
reign  of  Xerxes. 

The  evidence  for  Coresch  coming  after  Ahashverosh  is 
that,  as  the  Captivity  terminated  in  his  reign,  the  history 
of  Mordecai  makes  it  improbable  that  Ahashverosh  should 
have  succeeded  him ;  and  the  history  of  Nehemiah  pre- 
vents our  separating  the  first  of  Coresch  so  far  from  the 
twentieth  of  Artaxerxes,  as  to  admit  of  the  reign  of 
Ahashverosh  intervening,  unless,  indeed,  we  were  to 
shorten  the  reign  of  Darius  the  Second.  These  reasons 
preponderate  in  my  mind  in  favour  of  the  order  adopted 
above. 
Names  the  same,        But  not  uutil  somc  wccks  after  I  had  established  in 

and  in  the  same 

Snehiitor"  ^""  °^y  ^^^  Kiind  that  this  is  the  scriptural  arrangement,  did 
I  perceive  that,  excepting  the  one  addition  of  Coresch, 
the  titles  are  not  only  the  same,  but  occur  in  precisely 
the  same  order  as  the  kings  commencing  with  Darius 
Hystaspes,  in  the  Astronomical  Canon ;  so  that,  whatever 
may  be  the  doubt  as  to  whether  Coresch  precede  or 
follow  Ahashverosh,  all  the  names  which  are  mentioned 
in  the  canon  follow  the  same  sequence  which  undoubt- 
edly occurs  in  Scripture.     This  surely  is  a  striking  coin- 

wiUetonDaniei,  cidcncc.     Junius,  in  his  last  edition,  thinks  it  was  Darius 

p.  311.  .  '  ,  ' 

Nothus,  in  whose  reign  the  temple  was  built,  simply 
because  one  Artaxerxes  preceded  and  another  followed 
him ;  and  Scaliger,  as  well  as  Junius,  thinks  the  Artax- 
erxes, in  whose  reign  Ezra  and  Nehemiah  went  to  Jeru- 
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salem,  was  Artaxerxes  M nemon,  just  because  he  succeeded 
a  Darius:  if  those  coincidences  alone  were  sufficiently 
strong  to  decide  them^  how  incalculably  is  the  power  of 
proof  multiplied  by  the  whole  succession  being  the  same, 
with  the  exception  of  one  name  inserted  in  the  scriptural 
account  which  does  not  appear  in  the  canon. 

Three  kings  of  the  name  of  Darius  occur  in  Scripture; 
must  we  not  presume  that  the  first  Darius  there  cor- 
responds with  Darius  the  First  in  profane  history  ?  that 
the  second  in  each  equally  agree;  and  that  the  third 
Darius,  with  whom  the  list  terminates  in  Scripture,  is  the 
third  Darius,  with  whom  the  canon  of  Persian  kings 
closes  ?  In  like  manner,  there  being  two  kings  of  the 
name  of  Artaxerxes,  may  we  not,  in  the  first  instance, 
assume  that  they  mutually  correspond  ?  If  it  be  a  sound 
axiom  not  arbitrarily  to  change  the  names  of  Scripture, 
this  view  must  be  correct. 

I  will  now  enter  more  into  particulars,  in  order  farther  S£'"^J,JSS* 
to  identify  "  Darius  the  Median  ;"  and  I  think  it  will  be 
found   that  the  short  account  in  Scripture  gives  some 
strong    marks    in    corroboration    of   his    being   Darius 
Hystaspes. 

1.  Darius  the  Median  and  Darius  Hystaspes  equally  iitreaaon. 
took  Babylon. 

2.  According   to  Herodotus,   Strabo,  and    Polyenus,  2d  reason. 

•f  '  Herod,  iii.  89. 

Darius  Hystaspes  was  the  first  who  levied  taxes;   this  8*'«*»» *>•  ^• 

•^  *  '  PolyenuB. 

seems  in  Scripture  to  be  attributed  to  Darius  the  Median.  uSSJT"'^*^' 
**It  pleased  Darius  to  set  over  the  kingdom  120  princes 
.  •  •  •  and  over  these  three  presidents,  of  whom  Daniel 
was  the  first,  that  the  princes  might  give  accounts  to 
them,  and  the  king  should   have  no  damage.''     Jahu,  Dan.Ti.s. 
following  the  common  view,  is  obliged  to  use  this  fact  • 
very  unceremoniously;  he  says,  **  In  Persia,  Darius  the 
Median,  the  same  with  Cyaxares  Second,  was  the  first 
person  who  established  a  system   of  taxation;   Strabo, 

o 
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Esth.  z.  1. 


Esrm,  ir.  34. 
ir.  13. 


Sdreftson. 
Either,!. 


CHArm  VI.    therefore,  is  in  error  when,  on  the  authority  of  Polycrltus, 
he  makes  Darius  Hystaspes  the  author  of  this  mode  of 
jahn,  Aroh.  Bib.  raising  a  revenue.*'     Adhering  to  the  common  view,  Jahn 
necessarily  departs  from  the  ancient  testimonies  of  He- 
rodotus, Strabo,  and  others. 

(2).  Ahashverosh,  who  reigned  before  the  expiration 
of  the  Captivity,  *'  laid  a  tribute  upon  the  land  and  upon 
the  isles  of  the  sea."  Now  as  Darius  Hystaspes  was  the 
first  who  levied  taxes,  and  as  Ahashverosh  laid  a  tribute 
before  the  close  of  the  Captivity,  Darius  Hystaspes  must 
also  have  reigned  before  the  close  of  the  Captivity. 

(3).  The  Artaxerxes  who  preceded  "  Darius,  king  of 
Persia/'  was  in  the  custom  of  receiving  taxes ;  therefore 
the  Darius  who  succeeded  him  was  not  Darius  Hystaspes, 
but  must  have  been  a  subsequent  Darius. 

3,  According  to  Herodotus,  Darius  Hystaspes  con- 
quered India.  Now  Ahashverosh,  who  succeeded  Darius 
the  Median,  reigned  over  India;  Darius  the  Median  must, 
therefore,  have  been  that  Darius  who  conquered  India, 
ue.  the  son  of  Hystaspes. 

4.  We  find  in  Esther  the  seven  princes  who  stood 
before  the  king :  this  right,  according  to  Herodotus,  was 
established  by  the  seven  conspirators  who  placed  Darius 
Hystaspes  on  the  throne. 

6.  Ahasnerus  resided  at  Shushan;  this  is  generally 
admitted  to  be  Susa  ;  but  Pliny  says  that  Susa  was  built 
by  Darius  Hystaspes.  He  then  must  have  been  before 
Ahasuerus,  but  the  only  Darius  before  Ahasuerus  was 
Darius  the  Median,  who  was,  therefore,  the  son  of 
Hystaspes. 

I  cannot  be  expected  to  bring  much  direct  testimony, 
because  this  view  is  contrary  to  the  current  opinion  for 
the  last  2000  years  ;  and  our  only  documentary  evidence 
consists  of  extracts  preserved  from  ancient  authorities,  in 
order  to  support  the  received  notion,  the  entire  works 


4Ui  reason. 


6th 


Pliny,  Ub.Ti. 
eh.  xxtU. 


Testimoiij* 
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being  no  longer  in  existence.     I  am,  notwithstanding, 
able  to  advance  one  or  two  proofs ;  the  first  in  the  lan- 
guage of  one  not  very  favourable  to  revelation.     "  It  is 
remarkable/'  says  Volney,  "  that  one  of  the  most  ancient 
Christian  chronologers,  Maxim  us  the  Martyr,  giving  a  list 
of  the  Kings  of  Babylon,  after  Cyrus   and   Cambyses, 
names  Darius  with  the  epithet  Median^  which  proves  the 
then  supposed  identity  of  the  son  of  Hystaspes  and  of  the  ^^^  aVl*"**}*?: 
pretended  Darius  of  Daniel."     Hugh  Broughton  quotes  a  "^^^^^^S^* 
manuscript  which  he  had  in  his  possession,  of  this  Max-/®^* "' ^' **®* 
imus  Monachus,  to  the  same  efiect.  Broughton, p. 403. 

There  is  a  fragment^  said  to  be  of  Megasthenes,  pub- 
lished in  the  Fraffmenta  VettLstissimoruniy  &c.,  and  in  the 
same  year  (1498)  by  Annius  of  Viturbo,  which  makes  this 
Darius  to  be  the  son  of  Hystaspes.  It  is  as  follows : — 
Baltassar  being  killed,  Cyrus  and  Darius  reigned  to- 
gether two  years ;  afterwards  Cyrus  alone  twenty-two 
years ;  the  elder  Artaxerxes  Assuerus,  son  of  Darius, 
twenty  years  •  •  •  •  Cyrus  Artabanes  and  Darius  Longi- 
manus,  his  sons,  fought  seven  months  for  the  highest 
power;  Longimanus  got  the  upper  hand  in  the  seventh 
month,  and  reigned  thirty-seven  years;  Darius  Nothus, 
nineteen ;  the  great  Artaxerxes  Darius  Mnemon,  fifty-five 
years,"  &c.  Hence  the  Darius  who  overthrew  Belshazzar 
was  the  son  of  Hystaspes,  for  the  son  of  Darius  is  Xerxes; 
his  son  Darius  Longimanus  is  Artaxerxes  Longimanus; 
then  follow  Darius  Nothus  and  Artaxerxes  Mnemon. 

There  is  a  more  remarkable  document  of  Philo,  which  Extracted  from 

the    obflenrations 

I  first  saw  m  a  recent  work  on  Daniel  s  seventv  weeks :  <>'  ?•  5.  vorstiu* 

•f  '  ontheChronoli^ar 

but  of  which  there  appears  a  more  correct  copy  in  the  D^Siers^Jrophecy 
Fragmenta.     I  shall  transcribe  this,  as  also  the  preceding,  2'£!^SiI^!!l^j?,? 
in  the  conjectural  history.     The  passage  to  which  I  at" 
present  refer  is  as  follows:  —  *' According  to  the  chronicle 
of  our  seventy  seniors,  they  have  left  us  a  certain  writing 
after  this  manner.     Joshua,  the  son  of  Jehozedec,  the 
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•*C^nu**  in 
Anniui. 


CHAmavi.  high-priest,  together  with  Berachias  Zerubbabel,  the  son 
of  M erzaleel,  the  son  of  Neri,  who  is  Joachim,  in  the  first 
year  of  Cyrus  went  up  to  Jerusalem.  In  the  second  year 
he  laid  the  foundations  of  the  temple^  by  the  word  of 
Haggai  and  Zeehariah  the  prophets;  but  the  building 
was  impeded  on  account  of  the  death  of  Darius  Hystaspes, 
nor  could  he  go  up  to  Darius,  who  was  occupied  in  war 
with  Thomyris,  and,  when  Cyrus  was  slain  after  him, 
reigned  Assuerus  Artaxerxes  Priscus."  The  author  to 
whom  I  alluded  above  observes,  ''  This  curious  and  va- 
luable document,  which  purports  to  be  the  work  of  the 
seventy  seniors,  whether  we  consider  that  term  to  signify 
the  Sanhedrim  in  general,  or  the  seventy  interpreters  of 
the  Bible  at  Alexandria,  is,  perhaps,  the  most  ancient 
record  in  existence,  excepting  the  sacred  books,  relating 
to  this  part  of  Jewish  history,  and  as  such  is  entitled  to 
greater  weight  than  any  other  human  authority  we  may 

i4yr«n»n. p. 98-96.  havc  upou  the  subjcct."  He  afterwards  says, "with  regard 
to  the  authenticity  of  the  document,  it  is  certainly  pre- 
served to  us  in  the  most  unsuspicious  manner  which  can 
be  imagined,  for  it  is  cited,  not  in  support  of  the  par- 
ticular doctrine  of  Philo,  who  cites  it,  but,  on  the  con- 
trary, as  containing  a  different  account  from  that  given 
by  himself  of  the  period  of  Jewish  history  he  is  consi- 

Lajman,  p.  99.  dcring."  The  valuc  of  this  document  I  have  considered 
in  a  subsequent  chapter.  The  testimony  is  distinct  upon 
the  only  point  for  which  I  at  present  use  it.  The  Layman 
certainly  says,  '*  The  addition  of  the  title  Hystaspes  to  the 
first-mentioned  Darius,  who  is  Darius  the  Median  of 
Daniel,  and  of  Longimanus  to  the  second,  who  is  the 
Darius  of  Ezra,  are  clearly  either  errors  or  subsequent 
interpolations;"  but  this  is  a  specimen  of  the  manner  in 
which  the  most  ancient  documents,  coming  to  us  in  the 
most  unsuspicious  manner,  are  treated,  when  they  do  not 
support  preconceived  notions.    There   is  no   proof  that 
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these  epithets  are  either  errors  or  interpolations ;  but,  on 
the  contrary,  I  think  there  is  internal  evidence  of  their 
being  neither  one  nor  the  other.  The  order  of  kings  in 
this  paper  is,  —  1.  Darius  Hystaspes  and  Cyrus  contem- 
poraneously, for  the  latter  part  of  Darius ;  2.  Cyrus ; 
3.  Ahasuerus;  4.  Darius  Longimanus;  5.  A  king  not 
named  [Nothus]  ;  6.  Artaxerxes  the  Great.  Longimanus 
is  here  styled  Darius ;  Pintus  out  of  M egasthenes  does  wuitt,  p.  399. 
the  same ;  so  does  Annius  of  Viturbo  probably  from  this 
very  document ;  this  king  is  generally  styled  Artaxerxes ; 
and  thus,  with  the  exception  of  Cyrus  occurring  diflPer- 
ently  from  the  common  view,  the  other  titles^  as  far  as 
they  are  given,  are  the  same,  and  occur  in  the  same  order 
as  they  do  from  Darius  Hystaspes,  and  force  us  to  con- 
elude  that  the  first-named  Darius  was  originally  styled 
Hystaspes,  in  the  manner  that  the  document,  as  it  is  now 
preserved  to  us,  states. 

That  Darius  the  Median  was  Darius  Hystaspes  was 
not  formerly  a  very  uncommon  supposition.  "A  third 
opinion,'*  says  Willet,  '^  is  that  this  Darius  was  Darius 
Hystaspes,  who  did  war  with  the  Chaldees,  and  took  their 
city  Babylon,  and  spoiled  it.  Of  this  opinion  was  Por^ 
pkyrius,  as  Hierome  saith  in  Dan.  ix.  and  Tertullian^  Lib. 
advers,  Judce.^  Cyril  HierosoL  Catich.  xii.  John,  Joannes 
Lucidus  de  Emend.  Temp.  Geraldus  Mercator  in  Annalib" 
And  I  may  add  that,  in  the  Oriental  Chronicle,  and  a 
document  quoted  from  Scaliger  in  Niebuhr's  edition  of 
the  Paschal  Chronicle,  the  Darius  who  follows  Cam- 
byses,  i.e.  Darius  Hystaspes,  is  distinctly  called  Darius 
the  Mede. 

It  will  be  objected,  that  the  Darius  of  Daniel  was  a 
Mede,  but  that  Darius  Hystaspes  was  a  Persian.*  I  think 
that    Herodotus   himself  makes  this   at  least   doubtful.  Herod.  tI  94. 

*  Both  on  his  tomb  and  on  the  darics  Darius  Hystaspes  has  the 
Median  robe ;  but  it  is  said  the  Persians  adopted  the  Median  costume. 
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CHATm  VI.  Datis,  the  nephew  of  Darius,  was  a  Mede.  And  not 
H«od.  ir.  144.  only  Herodotus,  but  Thucydides,  Ctesias.  and  Pausanias, 
Thwsjd.  i.  18, 23,  cosQally  givc  cvideiice  of  the  supreme  power  having  been 
L^S**'^*'*™*' Median  in  the  days  of  Darius  Hystaspes;  and  Diodorus 
Diodonu  Bio. '   '  Siculus  says  the  war  of  Xerxes  was  called  the  Median 


b.  zi.  4. 


Herod.  Ui.  126. 


War. 


Jerome  <m  Dan 
U.  in  Usher's  An 


It  appears  certain  that  the  Medians  had  the  supreme 
power  about  this  time.  Herodotus  makes  it  to  be  by  the 
Magi  dispossessing  the  Persians ;  but  his  own  representa- 
tion of  an  individual^  a  Median  by  birth,  ruling,  upon  the 
supposition  of  his  being  a  Persian,  does  not  accord  with 
the  idea  of  the  subjection  of  the  Persian  nation  by  the 
Median.  I  suspect  that  Jerome  may  be  correct,  who 
nai«,j.E.49w.  makcs  the  seven  conspirators  to  be  Magi,  that  is,  Medea. 
Herodotus,  as  I  shall  shew,  probably  got  into  confusion 
by  making  contemporary  kingdoms  successive.  It  is 
curious,  that  the  reward  to  Otanes,  for  originating  the 
conspiracy,  should  have  been  a  Median  robe  as  the  most 
honourable  distinction,  if  they  had  such  a  hatred  to  the 
Medes. 

If  the  first  king  of  the  series  was  Darius  Hystaspes, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  respecting  the  rest  of  the  list ; 
nevertheless,  some  of  the  former  arguments  apply  with 
equal  force  to  shew  that  Ahasuerus  could  not  have  been 
before  Xerxes. 

1.  The  tribute  levied  in  his  reign,  especially  over  the 
isles  of  the  sea. 

2.  The  extent  of  his  dominion  from  India  to  Ethiopia. 

3.  His  residence  at  Susa. 

4.  The  orders  to  slay  the  Jews  were  sent  by  couriers, 
which  Herodotus  asserts  was  an  invention  of  the  Persians ; 
and  Xenophon  attributes  their  establishment  to  Cyrus. 
Assuerus  must,  therefore,  have  reigned  after  the  rise  of 
the  Persian  power ;  then  he  could  not  have  been  Cyaxares, 
but  must  have  been  Xerxes. 


Ahasnems  was 
Xerxes. 


Istreasoo. 

2d  reason. 
3d  reason. 
4threas<m. 
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I  need  not,  however,  be  so  anxious  upon  this  head,  SSmStHiitor 
because  it  is  almost  universally  admitted  that  Ahasuerus  ?*,^®^'*^**- 
was  Xerxes,  if  not  one  later,  that  is,  Artaxerxes.  sib.  o«o!^.'i. 

I  would  here  call  to  mind  that  I  have  advanced  three  uSteSS^fsss, 
main  propositions ;  if  the  argument  in  support  of  any  one  Sj°*^'ij^|^ 
be  defective,  yet  the  three  are  so  connected,  that  if  the  ci^^J^'Ji 
other  two  are  true  the  third  will  also  be  established.  ^^  ^  ^*'^-  "• 

1 .  Darius  the  Mede  is  Darius  Hystaspes. 

2.  Ahasuerns  is  not  earlier  than  Xerxes. 

3.  The  history  of  Esther  occurred  during  the  Cap- 
tivitv. 

My  proof  respecting   the    second   Darius  is  partly  Dariiifl,ion  of 

AuBSUOnUy  WAS 

negative,  D«ri«.  Notho.. 

I  get  two  arguments  from  the  work  already  mentioned 
in  proof  of  the  Darius  of  Haggai  and  Zechariah  not  being 
Darius  Hystaspes.    Josephus  and  the  first  book  of  Esdras  Jotephnfl,  Ant. 

,  .  ,  b.  ii.  ch.  a,  7. 

both  mention  that  Zerubbabel  put  the  king  in  mind  of  i  EsdrM,  w.  43. 
the  vow  whicn  he  had  made  to  build  Jerusalem,  when  he 
should  come  to  his  kingdom.  But  Darius  Hystaspes, 
having  no  previous  expectation  of  the  throne  of  Persia,  he 
can  hardly  be  supposed  to  have  been  the  person  making 
this  vow.  And,  if  this  king  was  really  the  son  of  Esther, 
as  the  Jewish  writers  say,  which  Darius  Hystaspes  could  d.  oanu. 
not  be,  it  would  be  highly  probable  that  he  should  have 
vowed  to  favour  the  nation  of  his  mother. 

Again,  Josephus  and  Esdras  say,  that  Darius  made  a 
great  feast,  in  the  first  or  second  year  of  his  reign,  to  all  the 
governors  of  his  127  provinces  from  India  even  to  Ethiopia. 
This  must  have  been  after  Darius  Hystaspes  conquered 
India,  which  was  some  years  after  he  came  to  the  throne. 
He  could  not,  therefore,  have  included  the  governor  of 
this  province  at  the  feast  in  the  beginning  of  his  reign. 

I  will  add  another  argument.  This  Darius  was  son  of 
Esther,  wife  of  Ahasuerus ;  and  as  the  seventy  years'  de- 
solations terminated  in  the  beginning  of  his  reign,  and  he  zecii.!.' 
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Tertullian. 


chapto  VI.  }^g^  possession  of  Babylon  directly  be  came  to  tbe  tbrone 
of  Persia,  be  could  not  be  Darius  Uystaspes,  wbo  con- 
quered Babylon  some  years  after  bis  accession,  any  more 
tban  Darius  tbe  Median  wbo  acquired  Babylon  sbortly 
before  bis  death. 

Again,  as  tbe  Artaxerxes  wbo  preceded  tbis  Darius 
levied  taxes,  be  must  bave  been  after  Darius  Hystaspes ; 
but,  if  be  was  not  tbe  son  of  Hystaspes,  but  a  subsequent 
Darius,  be  must  bave  been  Darius  Notbus. 

I  bave,  bowever,  more  direct  evidence.  Livelie,  in 
bis  Chronology y  observes,  "  tbat  TertuUian,  expounding 
tbis  propbecy  of  Daniel's  weeks,  beginnetb  tbe  reckoning 
tbereof  from  a  Darius,  wbicb  reigned  nineteen  years,  after 
wbom  tbese  four  succeeded,  one  after  another,  to  tbe  end 
of  tbe  Persian  monarchy.  First  Artaxerxes,  then  Otbus, 
after  him  Arses,  and  last  of  all  another  Darius,  wbo  was 
overcome  by  Alexander.  Whereby  it  is  manifest  tbat 
be  meanetb  tbe  same  Darius  tbat  I  do  [i.  e.  Darius 
Notbus]  for  the  beginning  of  tbis  490  years.  Only  herein 
he  was  deceived^  tbat  be  supposed  tbis  Darius  to  be  the 
same  which  is  mentioned  in  tbe  ninth  of  Daniel,  and 
reigned  over  the  Medes  when  tbis  message  was  brought 
unto  him  by  tbe  angel  Gabriel."  But  I  would  retort 
upon  Livelie,  that  *'  better  is  the  grape  gleaning  of  the 
ancients  than  the  gathering  of  the  latter;"  and  tbat, 
therefore,  TertuUian,  ''  one  of  the  Latin  fathers,  most 
ancient,  and  very  near  tbe  apostles,"  is  not  so  likely  to 
be  deceived  as  we  are. 
sevenusuipitias.  Livclic  coutinucs,  ''  Sevcrus  Sulpitius,  of  tbe  same 
standing  with  Augustine,  Epipbanius,  and  Chrysostom, 
a  writer,  for  skill  in  the  Persian  story,  deserving  great 
commendation,  and  to  the  true  understanding  of  Ezra, 
Nehemiah,  and  Daniel's  weeks,  bringeth  such  light  as  is 
not  in  any  ancient  writer  tbat  ever  I  read  to  be  found 
tbe  like.    This  father,  in  the  second  book  of  his  holy 
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history  •  •  •  •  after  Cyrus,  baying  spoken  of  Cambyses, 

Darius  Hystaspes,  and  Xerxes,  placeth  next  to  bim  that 

Artaxerxes  wbicb  forbade  the  building  of  the  temple ;  and 

then,  having  set  another  Xerxes,  with  his  brother  Sog- 

dianus  between,  cometh  to  that  Darius  under  whom  the 

temple  was  restored,  and  the  building  thereof  perfected  in 

the  sixth  year  of  his  reign."     The  Darius,  therefore,  of 

Ezra  and  Haggai,  according  to  Severus  Sulpitius,  was 

Darius  Nothus. 

Amongst  the  modems,   I   mention  Strauchius,  who 

argues  at  length  in  his  JBreviarium  in  favour  of  the  Darius 

of  Ezra,  Haggai,  and  Zechariah,  being  Darius  Nothus; 

he  also  quotes  ars^uments  from  Rupertus  and  Scalieer  in  sanitsstranchiiu. 
*  ®         .  *^  ®  b.iT.ch.xxu.58. 

favour  of  the  same  opmion.  p.8i8,&o. 

Lastly,  the  third  Darius  must  have  been  Darius  Codo-  Darius  in. 
manus,  because,  according  to  Josephus,  Jaddua,  who  was 
high- priest  in  his  reign,  met  Alexander  the  Great.  San- 
ballat  also,  who  is  mentioned,  Neh.  xiii.  28,  was  con- 
temporary with  Alexander,  and  got  permission  to  build 
the  temple ;  and  the  son  of  Joiada,  and  son-in-law  of 
Sanballat,  was,  according  to  Josephus,  M anasses,  brother  Joflephna,  Ant. 

,  ,  b.  zi.  ch.  7. 

of  Jaddua  the  high-priest,  who  married  Nichaso,  daughter 
of  Sanballat. 

I  will  conclude  this  chapter  with  a  remark  upon  the  summing  up. 
ensemble  of  the  evidence.  I  have  observed  already,  that 
to  find  six  identical  names  occurring  successively  in  the 
same  order,  in  sacred  and  profane  history,  afibrds  very 
strong  presumption  that  the  same  kings  are  intended  in 
both  narratives ;  but,  if  one  of  these  kings  in  one  history 
can  be  identified  with  the  corresponding  name  in  the 
other  history,  the  presumption  assumes  the  highest  degree 
of  probability.  Now  I  have  identified  the  first  of  the 
three  kings  of  the  name  of  Darius  with  the  son  of 
Hystaspes;  the  correspondence  of  the  whole  is,  therefore, 
in  the  highest  degree  probable.     But  I  have,  moreover, 
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cbaptbevi.  shewn  that  the  second  Darius  could  have  been  none  other 
than  Darius  Nothus ;  nor  do  I  stop  here,  for  I  have  evmced 
that  the  third  Darius  must  have  been  Darius  Codomanus: 
and^  as  each  of  these  identifications  would  make  the 
correspondence  of  the  whole  in  the  highest  degree  pro- 
bable, the  involution  of  this  power  of  evidence  must 
produce  the  highest  degree  of  moral  certainty. 

But  some  may  suppose  that  the  received  accommoda- 
tion is  equally  probable ;  therefore,  to  complete  the  evi- 
dence, I  will  contrast  the  identification  which  I  propose 
with  that  which  is  now  most  generally  approved  of. 


Canon  of  Ptolemy  • 

Darius  the  First 
Xerxes 

Artaxerxes  the  First 
Darius  the  Second 

Artaxerxes  the  Second 

Ochus 

Arostes 

Darius  the  Third 


Scripture  as  I  propose. 

Darius  the  Median 
Ahashverosh 

Artaxerxes  the  First  (Coresch) 
Darius  the  Second,  son  of  Ahash- 
verosh. 
Artaxerxes  the  Second 


Darius  the  Third  (fourth  from 
Coresch,  Dan.  xi.) 


Greswell,  Diaser- 
tstions,  Tol.  ir. 
p.  396,  note. 


Mr.  Greswell  has  the  following  identification  : 

Ahasuerus  is  Cambyses. 

Artaxerxes  is  Smerdis. 

Darius  the  Second,  son  of  Ahashverosh^  b  Darius  the 
First,  son  of  Hystaspis. 

He  concludes  by  saying,  "  There  is  nothing  in  the 
book  of  Ezra  which  can  possibly  shake  these  conclusions, 
so  that  we  may  assume  them  as  implicitly  true." 

A  point  of  great  importance  now  presses  upon  us :  If 
Darius  the  Median  was  Darius  Hystaspes,  then,  with 
whom  in  profane  history  does  Nebuchadnezzar  correspond, 
and  what  relation  did  his  reign  bear  to  that  of  Darius  ? 


APPENDIX   TO   CHAPTER  VI. 


Many  interpreters  of  prophecy  suppose  that  Xerxes  was  the 
fourth  king  mentioned  in  Dan.  xi.  2;  but  Dr.  Hales,  whose 
historical  views  would  not  bias  him  against  the  common  opinion, 
sees  that  the  proper  fulfilment  of  the  prophecy  was  in  the  per- 
son of  Darius  Codomanus ;  he  enumerates  his  immense  riches,  Voi.  w.  pp.  2U, 

215.    8vo. 

which  he  estimates  at  two  hundred  millions  sterling.  It  does 
not  appear  probable  that  Xerxes  had  such  immense  riches,  for 
he  had  only  lately  come  to  the  throne.  Egypt  had  been  in 
rebellion,  and  his  father  had  been  to  the  last  engaged  in  ruinous 
wars. 

The  other  clause,  "  by  his  strength  through  his  riches,  he 
shall  stir  up  all  against  the  realm  of  Grecia,"  Dr.  Hales  shews 
was  fulfilled  in  Codomanus,  first  having  procured  the  assassin- 
ation of  Philip,  and  having  afterwards  proscribed  Alexander, 
and  put  a  price  of  ten  thousand  talents  upon  his  head.  Alex- 
ander charged  him  with  sending  improper  letters  ^^  through  all 
parts  of  Greece,  to  excite  them  to  make  war  on  him ;  and  with 
sending  money  to  the  Lacedaemonians,  and  some  others,  to 
corrupt  his  friends,  and  break  the  peace."  HaierVoLHy!*** 

It  also  seems  more  natural  that  the  very  king  overthrown  by  p*  ^^'  ®^®- 
Alexander  should  be  intended  by  the  opposition,  he  shall  stir  up 
all  against  the  realm  of  Grecia,  <<  and  [or  but]  a  mighty  king 
shall  stand  up,"  who  is  to  defeat  all  his  efforts ;  and,  notwith- 
standing his  strength  and  riches,  the  Grecian  shall  rule  with 
great  dominion. 


CHAPTER  VII. 


NEBUCHADNEZZAR. 


In  the  foarth  year  of  Jehoiakim,  Nebuchadnezzar  jer.  zItl  s. 
overthrew  the  army  of  Pharaoh  Necho.  We  have  al- 
ready seen  that  the  first  of  Nebuchadnezzar  synchronised  SffJ^^'^*** 
only  with  the  close  of  the  fourth  year  of  Jehoiakim ; 
therefore,  Nebuchadnezzar,  at  the  very  commencement  of 
his  reign,  was  at  the  head  of  an  army  sufficiently  pow- 
erful to  conquer  the  king  who,  four  years  before,  had 
advanced  against  Assyria. 

How  he  attained  this  power.  Scripture  does  not  ex- 
pressly declare.  He  might  have  been  received  into  joint 
sovereignty  by  his  father,  and  made  commander  of  the 
army  at  the  same  time,  or  he  might  have  commanded  the 
army  of  the  Assyrian,  and  after  the  overthrow  of  Necho, 
have  assumed  sovereignty,  his  victorious  army  supporting 
their  successful  commander;  or  he  might  have  first  seized 
Babylon,  and  then  advanced  against  Necho.*  According 
to  the  first  view,  he  would  be  Nebuchadnezzar  the  Se- 
cond ;  according  to  either  of  the  latter  suppositions,  he 
would  be  Nebuchadnezzar  the  First. 

There  are  several  reasons  which  lead  me  to  conclude 
that  it  was  Nebuchadnezzar  the  First,  or  the  Nabopolassar 
of  the  Canon,  who  overthrew  Necho. 

*  I  consider  it  most  probable  that  he  seized  Babylon  after  the 
overthrow  of  Necho.  Nebuchadnezzar  was  King  of  Babylon  when 
Jer.  xlvi.  2,  was  written ;  but  Scripture  does  not  say  Nebuchadnezzar 
was  Edng  of  Babylon  when  he  overthrew  Necho. 
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CHApmvn.  1 .  The  date  of  the  overthrow  of  the  Assyrian  power. 

The  fall  of  Assyria  and  the  rise  of  Babylon  were  predicted 

zep-J-ia^Jer-Ti.  during  the  reign  of  Josiah,  at  the  very  end  of  whose 
reign  the  King  of  Assyria  is  mentioned.  But  the  fourth 
year  of  Jehoiakim,  who  succeeded  to  the  throne  three 

jer.zxT.i.  months  after  the  death  of  Josiah,  synchronised  in  part 
with  the  first  year  of  Nebuchadnezzar.  The  Assyrian 
monarchy,  therefore,  was  in  existence  until  within  four 
years  of  the  time  when  Babylon  had  become  "  the  mighty 

Eiek.zzzLii.  One  of  the  heathen."  After  this  we  hear  no  more  of 
Assyria,  excepting  that  it  had  passed  away  before  the 

BMk.  xzzL  3.  eleventh  year  of  Jeconiah's  captivity.  Therefore,  though 
it  is  not  said  distinctly  in  Scripture  that  Nebuchadnezzar 
overthrew  the  Assyrian,  we  may  infer,  from  what  we  do 
gather  from  Scripture,  that  the  Chaldean  power  rose  upon 
the  ruin  of  the  Assyrian,  for  the  Assyrian  was  in  power 
shortly  before,  and  had  been  overthrown  shortly  after 
Nebuchadnezzar  began  to  reign. 

It  might,  perhaps,  be  said  that  the  Assyrian  and 
Chaldaean  powers  were  coexistent  during  the  whole  reign 
of  the  first  King  of  Babylon ;  but  this  is  neither  probable 
from  the  Scripture  account,  nor  consistent  with  profane 
history,  as  shall  be  shewn. 

s.  Nebnchadnei-        2.  Jeremiah,  when  speaking^  of  this  Chaldean  kin's:, 

ur  came  from  the  '  r  o  o» 

north,  jer.  1. 14.  gays,  '*  Out  of  the  uorth  an  evil  shall  break  forth ;"  a 
prediction  inapplicable  to  the  second  King  of  Babylon, 
who  was  not  to  the  north,  but  to  the  east  of  Judea,  but 
which  applies  with  exact  propriety  to  the  impetuous 
torrent  of  the  mountain  hordes  rushing  down  into  the 
more  genial  southern  climes ;  however,  this  is  a  point  I 
shall  have  to  examine  presently. 
th^iJ2ne*SfN^  3.  If  the  earliest  date  in  Scripture  respecting  the 
buchadnezsar.  CbaldsBan  mouarch  refers  to  the  second  king,  all  the 
later  dates  do  also;  but  there  would  be  some  difficulty 
in  finding  time  for  all  the  events  mentioned  in  Scripture 
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as  happening  in  the  reign  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  if  there 
was  but  one,  to  whom  all  the  circumstances  were  to  be 
attributed. 

Nebuchadnezzar  was  Ist  year  at  Carchemish.  jer.  xivi.  3. 

[2d],  as  previously  explained,  at  Jerusalem.  3  Kings,  xzir.  1. 
7 th  at  Jerusalem .  2  chron.  xxxtI.  6 ; 

Jer.  Ui.  28. 

8th         at  Jerusalem.  ^'^••"*Vf^»'!®f* 

xxirii.30;Dftn.i.l. 

do.  at  Babylon.  2chron.xxrTi.10; 

Jer.xziT.l;zxix.3. 

King  of  Babylon      [16th J,  coming  against  Jerusalem.  Esek.  xzi.  21 ; 

Nebuchadnezzar       17th  at  Jerusalem.  2Kg8.zzv.  i;  jer. 

xxxiv.7;  zxzix.  1. 

Nebuchadnezzar       18th,  going  from  Jerusalem.  jer.  m.  29. 

King  of  Babylon       19th  at  Riblah.  2Kings.xzT.  20; 

Jer.  xxxix.  5. 

Nebuchadnezzar  from  the  20th  to  the  33d,  probably  before  Tyre.*  Eaek.  xxvi.  1,7; 
27th  of  Captivity     [35th],  probably  in  Egypt.  ^'*^;?^:  '?'^^' 

xliU.  10. 

Now,  supposing  the  same  individual  to  be  intended  in 
all  these  places,  it  will  be  difficult  to  fix  the  time  of  his 
insanity,  which  continued  for  seven  times,  or,  as  I  pre- comp.D«n.xi.i3, 

•^  ^  margin. 

sume,  as  many  years,  together  with  the  year  between 
the  dream  and  its  fulfilment,  and  time  for  the  king  to 
reign  again,  after  his  return  to  reason. 

Nebuchadnezzar  was  at  Babylon  possibly  from  the 
latter  part  of  his  eighth  to  the  beginning  of  his  sixteenth 
year;  this  would  scarcely  allow  time  for  his  dream  and 
derangement :  but,  moreover,  I  shall  presently  shew  that 
Daniel  was  examined  about  the  eleventh  year  of  his 
reign. 

In  the  twenty-seventh  year  of  Jeconiah's  captivity,  the 
prophecy   of  the   overthrow   of  Egypt  was  uttered;    to  E«ek.xxix.  17.21. 
accomplish    which    Nebuchadnezzar   himself  must  per- E«ek.xxx.  lo; 

*  ^         Jer.  xUii.  10. 

sonally  have  been  in  Egypt.  The  twenty-seventh  year  of 
Jeconiah's  captivity,  and  the  first  month,  corresponded 


'*'  Nebucliadnezzar  besieged  Tyre  thirteen  years,  according  to 
Fhilostratus,  in  Joseplius*  Ant.  book  x.  cb.  10. 
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Jer.  Ui.  31. 


4.  Schroer. 


with  the  thirty-fifth  year  from  when  Nebuchadnezzar 
began  to  reign;  therefore  there  was  scarcely  sufficient 
space  between  this  date  and  when  Evil  Merodach  began 
to  reign,  for  we  cannot  suppose  the  conquest  of  Egypt  to 
have  commenced  the  very  year  the  prophecy  was  uttered ; 
moreover^  it  speaks  of  other  events  which  should  happen 
at  the  same  time,  the  horn  of  the  house  of  Israel  was 
to  bud  forth  "  in  that  day,"  which  seems  spoken  of  as  a 
distant  event.  Then  for  the  conquest  of  Egypt  and  the 
return  we  must  allow,  I  conceive,  two  years;  then  the 
year's  reprieve ;  then  the  seven  years'  madness,  and  the 
subsequent  reign  of  Nebuchadnezzar  ;  but  Evil  Merodach 
began  to  reign  in  the  thirty-seventh  year  of  Jeconiah's 
captivity,  so  that  there  was  just  ten  years  between  the 
prophecy  and  the  reign  of  Evil  Merodach ;  and,  even 
allowing  that  Nebuchadnezzar  reigned  forty-four  years, 
which  this  would  give  him,  and  which  is  one  year  more 
than  profane  writers  allow  him,  still  there  would  scarcely 
be  sufficient  time. 

The  only  other  time  which  would  allow  of  the  eight 
years'  blank  in  the  history  of  Nebuchadnezzar  would  be 
between  his  nineteenth  year  and  the  twenty-seventh  year 
of  the  Captivity, — this  would  be  during  the  siege  of  Tyre, 
and  this  probably  was  the  time  of  the  madness;  but  I 
think  it  more  probable  that  there  were  two  kings  of  that 
name  than  that  the  siege  of  Tyre  should  have  been 
persevered  in  during  the  seven  years'  madness  of  the 
king.* 

4.  Schroer,  who  argues  stoutly  for  the  Nebuchad- 
nezzar who  led  the  Jews  captive,  being  the  first  of  that 


*  It  was  probably  owing  to  the  difficulty  of  finding  a  suitable 
time  for  the  derangement  of  Nebuchadnezzar  that  Julius  Pollux  says 
it  was  for  seven  periods  of  three  months  each,  or  twenty-one  months ; 
and  the  Alexandrian  chroniele  says  it  was  limited  to  seven  months 
instead  of  years. 
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name,  urges  the  difficulty  of  making  up  the  seventy 
years,  if  the  Captivity  is  supposed  to  commence  in  the 
reign  of  the  second  Nebuchadnezzar.  If  we  give  the 
vi^hole  forty-three  years  to  Nebuchadnezzar,  and  two  years 
to  his  son,  and  four  to  his  son's  son,  which  Ptolemy's 
canon  allows,  that  only  makes  forty-nine  years'  servitude 
instead  of  seventy. 

5.  We  find  it  most  suitable  to  profane  testimony  to  5.  AnthoritiM. 
suppose  the  service  of  the  nations  commenced  with  the 
first  Nebuchadnezzar.  Alexander  Polyhistor  tells  us 
that  Nabopolassar,  father  of  Nabuchodonosor,  was  com- 
mander of  the  army  of  Saracus,  who  reigned  at  Nineveh  ; 
but  he  turned  bis  arms  against  Saracus,  after  he  had 
been  sent  upon  some  expedition,  and  thus  he  obtained 
the  empire  of  the  ChaldsBans.     This  marks  that  the  rise  Euseb.  chron.  in 

Cory,  p.  69. 

of  the  Babylonian  power  commenced  with  the  overthrow 
of  the  Assyrian,  and  accounts  for  Nebuchadnezzar  being 
at  the  bead  of  so  powerful  an  army  in  the  first  year  of  his 
reign.  Abydenus  tells  us  that  Busalossorus,  father  of 
Nebuchodrossorus,  was  sent  by  Saracus  to  Babylon  to 
oppose  a  multitude  which  came  up  from  the  sea  to  attack 
him,  that  he  treasonably  advanced  to  surprise  Nineveh, 
and  that  Saracus  burnt  his  palace.  This  agrees  exactly  Ea.Ar.chron.  in 
with  what  the  Scripture  would  lead  us  to  suppose.  Ne- 
buchadnezzar advanced  against  and  overthrew  Necho, 
then  seized  Babylon,  where,  apparently,  he  left  his  son 
Nebuchodrossorus,  he  himself  advancing  upon  Nineveh. 

We  get  direct  testimony  from  Berossus  as  to  the  Jews 
having  been  made  captive,  and  Jerusalem  having  been 
burnt  during  the  reign  of  Nabopolassar,  or  Nebuchad- 
nezzar the  father.  *'  Nabopolassar  sent  his  son  Nabu- 
chodonosor with  a  great  army  against  Egypt  and  against 
Judea,  upon  his  being  informed  that  they  had  revolted  Berosgua  in  Jo^ 

1-1       *^"**  Appion. 

from  him ;    and   he  burnt  the  temple  and  removed  the  uj.  i.  c.  xix. 

'  ^  Ditto  in  EuB. 

Jews  entirely  to  Babylon."    The  Jews,  therefore,  were  ^^•p^'Jj;^- 


96  KBBUCHADNEZZAR. 

CHArmvn.  made  captive  by  Nabopolassar,  and  Zedekiah  rebelled 
against  Nabopolassar,  in  the  nineteenth  year  of  whose 
reign  the  temple  was  burnt  by  Nabuchodonosor.  I  con- 
clude, therefore,  that  the  Nebuchadnezzar,  whose  first 
year  synchronised  with  the  fourth  of  Jehoiakim,  was 
Nebuchadnezzar  the  First. 
TheadofNeba-         I  shall  ucxt  inquire  respecting:  the  second  yevLV  of  Ne- 

chadnessar.  ^  r  o  ^ 

Dan.tt.1.  buchadnezzar  mentioned   by  Daniel,  both  as  to  what  it 

was,  and  as  to  when  it  was^  first  narrowing  the  question 
by  shewing  what  it  was  not. 

What  the  2d  of  The  sccond  year  of  Nebuchadnezzar  cannot  have  been 

Nebuchadnexsar  *^ 

was  not.  the  second  year  of  that  king  who   Jeremiah  says  com- 

menced to  reign  in  the  fourth  year  of  Jehoiakim  ;  at  least 
it  cannot  be  reckoned  from  the  beginning  of  his  reign, 
for  Jehoiakim  was  taken  captive  in  the  seventh  of  Ne- 

Dan.i.2,6.  buchadnczzar ;  and  Daniel  went  into  captivity  at  the 
same  time.  The  holy  youth  was  then  educated  for  three 
years  in  the  learning  of  the  Chaldeans^  at  the  end  of 
which  period,  and  therefore  early  in  the  fourth  year  of 
Daniel's  captivity,  and  about  the  tenth  year  of  Nebuchad- 
nezzar's  reign,   he   was   brought   before  the  king,   who 

Dan. LIS.  examined  him,  with  others,  as  to  his  proficiency.     But 

Daniel  is  represented  as  being,  at  the  time  of  the  dream, 

Dan.  u.  13.         amoug  thc  Magi,  who  were  to  be  slain  for  not  interpreting 

ver.  17.  it,  as  living  in  his  own  house,  and  as  being  immediately 

after  the  interpretation,  appointed  chief  over  the  wise  men 

Ver.  48.  of  Babylon;  the  second  year  of  Nebuchadnezzar  cannot, 

therefore,  relate  to  a  period  five  years  before  the  captivity 
of  Daniel  commenced,  and  eight  years  before  Daniel's 
first  introduction  to  the  king. 

merraae,  Lyra-         This  fact  bciuff  evident,  some  ar^ue  that  the  second  of 

niu,  Pintus,  Bui-  o  »  & 

tawmeSj^JSi,  Nebuchadnezzar  is  to  be  reckoned,  not  from  the  com- 

*®'  mencement  of  his  reign  over  Babylon  alone,  but  from  the 

rise  of  his  universal  monarchy,  which  they  date  from  the 

conquest  of  Egypt,  and,  therefore,  at  least  twenty-seven 
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years   after   the    captivity   of  Jeconiah.      The    reasons 
assigned  are : 

1.  That  Nebuchadnezzar  is  styled  a  "king  of  kings/' 
an  expression,  as  they  apparently  suppose,  synonymous 
with  "  the  great  king,"  and  denoting  universal  dominion ;  ^^^e^SJ? 
and,  therefore,  not  until  after  the  conquest  of  Egypt ;  2.  ^S^K^?* 
That  Josephus  so  explains  it ;  and  3.  That  analogy  con-  au^^^^Sn 
firms  it ;  for  the  first  year  of  Coresch  denotes  the  first  year  Esn^T'i. 
of  his  accession  to  Babylon,  and  not  the  first  year  of  his 
reign  in  Persia.   These  reasons  do  not  appear  to  me  solid  : 

1.  Nebuchadnezzar  is  styled  a  "  king  of  kings"  before  Biek.xxii.7. 
the  destruction  of  Tyre,  and  therefore,  of  course,  before 

the  conquest  of  Egypt,  the  plunder  of  which  was  conceded 
him  in  consequence  of  the  service  of  his  army  against 

'Yytq  Ewilk,  xziz.  18, 19. 

2.  Josephus  does  not  appear  to  me  to  say  that  the 
vision  was  in  the  second  year  of  Nebuchadnezzar's  universal 
monarchy ;  he  says  it  was  the  second  year  after  his  con- 
quest of  Egypt ;  he  also  says,  that  he  returned  from 
thence  in  haste  upon  hearing  of  the  death  of  his  father. 
He  clearly,  therefore,  does  not  make  it  the  second  year, 
reckoning  from  some  new  epoch  in  his  reign ;  and  had 
he  been  speaking  directly  respecting  what  second  year  it 
was,  he  might  have  assigned  what  from  his  view  would 
have  been  the  simple  reason,  viz.  that  it  was  the  second 
year  from  the  close  of  his  father's  reign. 

3.  The  analogy  remains  to  be  proved.  Many  since 
Eusebius,  but  none  before  him,  assert  that  the  first  of 
Coresch  was  not  the  first  year  of  his  reign  over  Persia. 
I,  however,  see  no  warrant  for  it  in  the  Bible.  On  the 
contrary,  the  language  of  Scripture  is  directly  against  it. 

"  Now,  in  the  first  year  of  Coresch,  King  of  Persiay"  &c.  E«ra,i.  i. 
Surely  that  must  be  understood  of  the  first  year  in  which 
he  was  king  of  Persia. 

I  will  now  state  some  positive  objections  to  this  view : 

H 
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WUlet. 


Eiek.  zxTiii.  3. 


Dan.  U.  25,  26. 


When  the  second 
of  Nebuchadnez- 
zar was. 

Not  before  the 
eleventh  of  Nebu- 
chadnezzar. 


Not  after  the  fif- 
teenth of  Nebu- 
chadnezzar. 
Ezek.  zxi.  21. 


Ezek.  xxri. ; 
xzviii.  3. 


Ezek.  zzi.  21. 


1.  It  rests  wholly  upon  a  fiction.  What  warrant  is  there 
for  supposing  that,  upon  the  conquest  of  Egypt,  Nebu- 
chadnezzar would  commence  a  new  reckoning  of  his  reign 
in  Babylon,  where,  it  should  be  remembered,  this  vision 
was  vouchsafed?  2.  Daniel  is  spoken  of  as  wise  to  a 
proverb,  in  the  prophecy  against  Tyre ;  therefore,  before 
the  conquest  of  Egypt,  which  was  in  the  eleventh  year  of 
Daniel's  captivity.  Ezekiel  seems  to  make  direct  allusion 
to  the  discernment  displayed  by  Daniel  in  interpreting 
this  dream.  And  certainly,  had  he  been  so  universally 
famous  in  discovering  secrets,  before  this  vision^  he  would 
have  been  sent  for  in  the  first  instance  to  interpret  it; 
whereas,  according  to  the  history,  he  does  not  appear  to 
have  been  thought  of,  as  capable  of  unfolding  the  vision, 
but  was  only  to  share  the  fate  of  his  supposed  wiser  in- 
structors, it  being  assumed  that  they  having  failed  it  was 
useless  to  apply  to  him. 

Having  shewn  what  it  was  not,  I  must  next  shew 
when  the  second  year  of  Nebuchadnezzar  was,  and  then 
conjecture  what  it  was. 

As  Daniel  was  taken  captive  in  the  end  of  the  seventh 
year  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  he  could  not  be  in  Babylon  until 
the  middle  of  the  eighth  year  of  that  king;  his  three 
years'  education  therefore  could  not  have  terminated 
until  the  middle  of  the  eleventh  of  Nebuchadnezzar; 
hence  this  would  be  the  earliest  date  for  the  dream.  From 
the  sixteenth  year  of  Nebuchadnezzar  to  his  nineteenth 
year,  inclusive,  the  '*  King  of  Babylon"  was  either  at 
Jerusalem  or  in  the  neighbourhood.  Then  the  prophecy 
against  Tyre  was  uttered,  in  which  Daniel  is  mentioned 
as  proverbially  wise ;  and,  before  which  prediction,  as 
already  observed,  Nebuchadnezzar  had  had  the  dream. 
Here,  then,  we  get  the  latest  date ;  it  must  have  been 
before  the  nineteenth  of  Nebuchadnezzar.  And,  if  the 
King  of  Babylon,  who  came  against  Jerusalem,  is  the 
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Nebuchadnezzar  of  Daniel,  ii.,  as  he  left  Babylon  in  the 

Abib  of  the  eighth  year  of  Jeconiah's  captivity,  the  vision  comp.  Esek.  xxi. 

could  not  have  been  as  late  as  the  nineteenth  of  Nebuchad-  "*T-  ».«nd  Jer. 

Ill*  4« 

nezzar,  it  could  scarcely  have  been  later  than  the  seventh 
of  Jeconiah's  captivity,  which  was  the  fifteenth  year  of 
Nebuchadnezzar's  reign.  The  vision,  then,  was  probably 
some  time  between  the  eleventh  and  fifteenth  of  Nebu- 
chadnezzar. 

Towards  fixing  the  exact  date,  I  should  pitch  upon  the  synchroiJaed 

^^  *  with  the  fourth  of 

fourth  year  of  Zedekiah  as  a  guide  ;  for,  in  that  year  the  zedekiah. 
Jewish  monarch  sent  a  mission  to  Babylon  by  Seraiah  his  jer.u.59,inwgin. 
chief  chamberlain,  some  political  event  probably  made 
this  necessary;  and  the  same  circumstance,  which  occa- 
sioned a  fresh  epoch  from  which  to  date  the  years  of 
Nebuchadnezzar's  reign,  would  account  for  the  mission  of 
Zedekiah  to  do  fealty  to  the  Chaldean  king.  The  fourth 
of  Zedekiah  corresponds  with  part  of  the  eleventh  and 
part  of  the  twelfth  of  Nebuchadnezzar ;  and,  as  the  news 
of  what  occurred  at  Babylon  would  reach  Jerusalem  by  a 
courier  within  four  months  of  the  event,  it  would  make 
the  first  of  Nebuchadnezzar's  reign  to  commence  about 
eleven  years  after  the  first  of  Nebuchadnezzar  mentioned 
by  Jeremiah.  This  date  would  also  suit  with  the  age  of 
Daniel,  who  being  probably  about  fourteen  when  he  went 
into  captivity,  would  be  about  nineteen  when  he  inter- 
preted the  vision.  Chrysostom  says,  "  But  this  year  is  the  onDaiiiei,u. 
twelfth,  because  if  three  years  passed  after  the  conquest  of 
the  town,  and  it  was  taken  in  the  ninth  year,  this  year 
must  be  the  twelfth.  Some  say,  that  on  account  of  this, 
both  numbers  are  counted  among  the  Hebrews ;  or, 
perhaps,  it  was  an  error  of  the  copier."  Willet  follows 
Junius,  Polanus,  &c.  in  giving  the  same  date ;  but  from 
different  reasons  he  says,  "  In  the  second  year,"  from  the 
time  Daniel  first  stood  before  the  king,  "  in  the  reign  of 
Nebuchadnezzar ;"  which  words  are  not  joined  with  the 
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CHApmvn.  second  year,  but  are  added  by  way  of  distiuction,  because 
the  reign  of  Cyrus  and  the  first  year  of  his  reign  had  been 
mentioned  in  the  preceding  verse. 

We  seem,  then,  to  have  got  with  tolerable  certainty 
to  when  the  vision  was ;  but,  if  there  be  no  various  read- 
ing, as  Chrysostom  hints,  nop  different  rendering,  as 
Willet  supposes,  what  this  second  year  of  Nebuchad- 
nezzar was  is  not  so  evident,  for  we  cannot  admit  of  its 
being  the  second  year  of  Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second,  after 
bis  father's  death ;  for  Scripture  speaks  of  the  twenty- 
third  year  of  the  Nebuchadnezzar  who,  I  hope  I  have 
proved,  was  the  father,  and  Berossus  gives  him  either 
twenty-one  or  twenty-nine  years.  And,  if  we  are  right  in 
the  date  of  the  dream,  the  commencement  of  this  reign 
was  only  eleven  years  after  the  commencement  mentioned 
by  Jeremiah. 

It  appears  to  me  most  probable,  that  when  Nabopo- 
lassar  and  Astyages  advanced  against  Nineveh,  Nebu- 
chadnezzar was  taken  into  joint  sovereignty  with  his 
father,  and  left  at  Babylon.  Abydenus,  when  speaking 
of  the  overthrow  of  Saracus  by  the  father  of  Nebuchad- 
nezzar, does  not  say  that  Nabopolassar,  but  that  Nebu- 
chadnezzar, succeeded  to  the  empire,  and  surrounded 
Babylon  with  a  strong  wall.  Whilst  the  father  advanced 
against  Nineveh,  he  left  his  son  to  fortify  Babylon  as  a 
strong-hold  upon  which  be  could  fall  back  if  the  emer- 
gency required  it.  Babylon,  having  been  but  a  recent 
conquest,  would  account  for  Nebuchadnezzar's  excited 
state  and  suspicious  conduct  towards  the  Magi,  supposing 
that  they  were  acting  in  a  manner  to  ''  gain  the  time." 

I  shall  be  able,  perhaps,  to  bring  some  more  evidence 
upon  the  subject  hereafter. 

The  next  event  is  the  erection  of  the  golden  image  in 
the  plain  of  Dura.  That  it  was  after  the  dream,  appears 
from  reference  being  made  to  the  promotion  of  Shadrach 


AbydenuB  in 
Cory,  p.  64. 


The  Golden 
Image. 
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and  his  companions  over  the  province  of  Babylon;  that  nan.  lu.u,  with 
it  was  not  long  after,  is  probable  from  envy  at  the  pro- 
motion of  the  Jews  being  still  rankling  in  the  breasts  of 
their  accusers. 

The  insanity  of  Nebuchadnezzar  was  somewhat  later.  The  nuuiiMM  or 
It  was  after  his  dominion  had  extended  to  the  end  of  the 
earth,  and  after  he  had   built  great  Babylon  ;   but  he 
reigned  again  subsequently  to  the  return  of  his  reason. 

A  fragment  of  Megasthenes,  which  Is  preserved  by 
Abydenus  and  Alpheeus,  informs  us  that  Nebuchadnezzar  Aiphieai,  quoted 

•^  '^  .     by  L.  vires; 

[the  Second]  knew  by  inspiration  of  the  departure  of  his  ^««.  ^^^^^ 

dominion  to  the  Persians,  and  Berossus  gives  us  some 

account  of  his  building  and  adorning  Babylon.  b^mus in  cory, 

I  will  now  proceed  to  investigate  whether  Nebuchad-  gy°^ff°^g^ 
nezzar   was   really   a   native  Babylonian  prince.     "  The  ^*7^^*iin, 
question/'  says  Heeren,  "  what  the  Chaldeans  really  were,  p*  ^*^»^^°9* 
and  whether  they  ever  properly  existed  as  a  nation,  is  one 
of  the  most  difficult  which  history  presents.*'     This  most 
difficult  question  I  must  now  discuss.    It  will  be  perceived 
that  I  do  not  suppose  Babylonian  and  Chaldean  to  have 
been  at  that  time  terms  strictly  synonymous. 

It  is  admitted  on  all  hands  that  Nebuchadnezzar  waspepo^^'f"** 

destroyed  the 

the  instrument  predicted  by  Jeremiah,  who  should  ac- gj^jj^^**^**" 

complish  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem ;  it  is  also  known 

that  he  reigned  over  Babylon ;  but  this  involves  a  very 

remarkable  difficulty,  which  I  think  has  scarcely  been 

enough  examined.    The  word   of  the  Lord  came  unto 

Jeremiah,  "  saying,  *  What  seest  thou?'  and  I  said  I  see 

a  seething  pot,  and  the  face  thereof  is  towards  the  north. 

Then  the  Lord  said  unto  me,  Out  of  the  north  an  eviHf^/-l^i*i !!? 

also  ly*  o;  Tl.  I ,  am* 

shall  break  forth  upon  all  the  inhabitants  of  the  land." 
Now,  besides  the  fact  of  the  evil,  the  principal  thing 
mentioned  is  the  direction  from  which  it  should  break 
forth.  Such  commentators  as  I  have  been  able  to  consult 
are  not  satisfactory  upon  this  point:    the  more  modern 
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CHAPmva.  ones,  such  as  the  Assemblies,  Poole,  Gill,  Dodd,  Scott, 
Adam  Clarke,  say  in  so  many  words  that  Babylon  was  to 
the  north  of  Judea,  which  is  not  the  fact;  Jerusalem  is 
in  latitude,  31°  48^  longitude,  35°  19^;  Babylon,  as  is 
universally  supposed,  was  in  latitude,  31°  30';  longitude, 
44°  30' ;  so  that  Babylon  is  a  little  to  the  south  and  a 
great  deal  to  the  east  of  Jerusalem.  Meyer,  therefore, 
who  gleans  from  all  the  Fathers,  is  not  more  fortunate, 
for  he  says  the  Babylonians  with  the  Assyrians  possessed 
all  parts  except  the  east.  Henry,  in  one  sense,  is  a  little 
better ;  he  would  make  the  evil  from  the  north  to  refer 
not  to  Nebuchadnezzar,  but  to  the  kingdoms  of  the  north 
united  with  him ;  thereby  admitting  the  difficulty,  but 
destroying  the  point ;  for,  if  the  lion  did  not  come  out  of 
his  thicket  in  the  north,  the  subordinates  coming  from 
thence  would  not  fulfil  the  prophecy. 

Dismissing  these  views  as  unsatisfactory,  I  deduce 
from  Jeremiah,  1.  That  the  evil  was  to  come  from  the 
north ;  2.  It  would  be  a  sudden  irruption,  '*  An  evil  shall 
break  forth;"  3.  Consisting  of  various  tribes,  "All  the 

Jer. iT.  6, 7;  XXV.  families  of  the  kingdoms  of  the  north;"  4.  Under  one 
head;  6.  Who  was  Nebuchadnezzar;  6.  Their  arms  are 
described,  among  which  the  bow  is  particularly  formid- 

j6r.iy.29;  v.  16.  able,  "  Their  quiver  is  an  open  sepulchre ;"  7.  They  were 
mighty  and  ancient,  whose  language  the  Jews  understood 
not. 

The  first  mention  which  we  have  of  the  Chaldees  is 

oeii.xi.28,3i;8ee  in  Gcucsis,  xi.  28,  31,  where  they  clearly  are  spoken  of 

alBO  Judith,  ▼.  7.  7  »         ?  j  j  r ^ 

as  north  of  Judea,  for  Abraham  departs  from  their  coun- 
try^ to  go  into  the  land  of  Canaan.  In  his  progress,  he 
comes  to  Haran,  where  he  remains  some  time ;  he  again 
proceeds  on  his  journey ;  he  enters  Canaan,  and  passes 

oen.xii.6.         through  the  land,  and;  still  travelling  to  the  souths  he 

Gen.  xii.  9.        arrivcs  in  Egypt. 

Acts,  tu.  3, 4.  It  appears  from  Acts,  vii.  2,  4,  that  the  land  of  the 


Jer.  i.  14, 15. 
Direction. 
Planner. 
Various  tribes. 
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Chaldaeans  was  in  Mesopotamia;  and  from  Joshua,  xxiv.  Jo«. xxiv.2. 

2,  that  it  was  on  the  other  side  of  the  flood,  i.  e.  the 

Euphrates.     It  was  in  Padan-aram,  because  Isaac's  wife  oen- "dr.  4. 

was  to  be  taken  from  Abraham's  country;*  and  when 

Terah  left  Ur,  Nahor  remained;  but  the  city  of  Nahor  was 

in  Padan-aram,  or  Aram-naharaim.+     We  may  suppose  oen.  xxt.  20. 

that  it  was  to  the  northward,  and  eastward  of  Haran,  or 

Charran,  because  Jacob,  when  going  there  from  Canaan, 

went  through  Haran.  oen-xxvui.  10. 

Haran  is  the  same  as  Charree  in  Mesopotamia,  situated 
between  the  Euphrates  and  the  river  Chebar.  Wells 
says  it  was  in  the  west  or  north-west  part  of  Mesopotamia, 
on  a  river  called  by  the  same  name  in  the  Greek  writers, 
and  running  probably  into  the  river  Chaboris,  as  this  does 
into  the  Euphrates.;]: 

Ur  of  the  Chaldees  appears  to  have  bordered  upon  the 
country  of  Job,  for  Jacob,  when  he  arrived  in  the  country 
of  Laban,  was  in  the  land  of  the  sons  of  the  east,  and  iMiah,  zu.  2. 
Abraham  was  raised  from  the  east  (famous  for  wisdom),  1  Kings,  w.  30. 
and  Job  was  greatest  of  all  the  sons  of  the  east.     Then  Job,  1.3. 
either  the  Chaldaeans  were  included  in  the  sons  of  the 
east,  as  the  Magi  were,  or  else  Ur  bordered  upon  that  Matt.  u.  1. 
country,  which  appears  more  probable,  for  they  are  called 
the  families  of  the  north ;   that  they  were  not  very  far  Jer.  xxy.  9. 
from  Job's  country  is  probable  from  their  coming  upon  a 
marauding  expedition  against  his  camels.     Such  is  the<^o^^*i7. 

*  From  these  countries,  famed  to  this  day  for  the  most  beautiful 
females,  came  Sarah,  Eebekah,  and  Eachel,  Gen.  xii.  11;  xxiv.  16; 
xxix.  17. 

•f  Epiphanius  tells  us  that  "  Noah  resided  in  Armenia  to  the  time 
of  his  death;  that  his  descendants  multiplied  there  until  the  fifth 
generation,  for  the  space  of  659  years."  Faber,  Origin  of  Idolatry, 
vol.  iii.  4to.  p.  414.  It  was,  therefore,  Armenia  that  Abraham^s  father 
went  from  when  he  was  called  out  of  Ur  of  the  Chaldees. 

J  At  Charrae,'  Crassus  was  defeated  by  the  Parthians.  Bennel 
fixes  its  latitude,  36°  40^  N. ;  longitude  32°  9'  45"  E. 
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CHAPmvn.  evidence  from  Scripture  for  the  locality  of  the  Chaldaeans. 
The  testimony  from  the  ancients  is  chiefly  embodied  in 
the  opinions  of  the  moderns,  whose  views  I  will,  therefore, 
proceed  to  give. 

Rosenmiiller  says,  "  This  people  who,  in   the   Old 
Testament,    are    designated   ^  Casdim,'  were  a  warlike 
tribe,  originally  located  in  the  Carducian  mountains,  in 
the  north  of  Assyria  and  Mesopotamia."     And  again  he 
^  J°  Meaopo-  says,  "  In  the  same  district  of  country,  where  lay  the  Ur 
^SSS^Z^^i^  ^f  Ammianus,  Xenophon   had  found  at  the  foot  of  the 
SS^sSil  prel  Gordeaean  {i.e.  Kurdish)  mountains,  a  people  called  ChaU 
iUioftheArab«.'*dseans ;  so  that  to  this  the  Hebrew  name  of  Ur-Casdim 
vrir, Toi.il.  p.  104.  completely  corresponds."     "  We  must  seek  for  the  native 
z.  Yoi.  it  p.  186. '  country  of  the  Chaldees  in  the  northern  parts  of  Asia." 
Pareanontheoid  I'b^  Iccturcs  ou  bibUcal  archsBology,  delivered   by  Ge- 
Gesodiisiectiires.  scnius  at  Hallc,  in  1839,  are  not  printed,  but  he  stated  to 
this  effect,  '^  The  Chaldseans  had  their  original  seat  on 
the  east  of  Tigris,  south  of  Armenia,  which  we  now  call 
Curdistan ;  and,  like  the  Curds  in  our  day,  they  were 
warlike  mountaineers,  without  agriculture,  shepherds,  and 
robbers,  and  also  mercenaries  in  the  Assyrian  army :  so 
Anab.  w.  3  ;y.  5;  Xenophon  found  them."     But  I  prefer  what  Freret  says 
Freret.  in  his  obscrvatious  on  the  Cyropedia.    "  Xenophon,"  says 

he,  "  neither  in  his  Cyropedia  nor  in  his  Retreat  of  the 
10,000,  ever  calls  the  people  of  Babylon  Chaldeeans;  and, 
in  fact,  if  we  search  into  this  matter,  we  shall  find  that 
the  appellation  of  Chaldceans  of  Babylon  was  only  suited 
to  a  tribe  or  family  who  devoted  themselves  from  child- 
hood to  the  study  of  the  natural  sciences,  the  observation 
of  the  stars,  and  a  worship  of  the  gods,  somewhat  re- 
sembling that  of  the  magi  of  Persia  and  the  Brahmins  of 
India.  Xenophon  gives  the  name  of  Chaldseans  to  the 
people  who  inhabit  that  part  of  Caucasus,  where  the 
Euphrates  and  Tigris,  the  Araxes  and  the  Cyrus,  have 
their  sources.     This  position  differs  from  Herodotus,  who 
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calls  these  people  Chalybeans,  and  places  the  Chaldeeans 
at  Babylon.  Nevertheless,  as  Xenophon's  arrangement 
was  adhered  to  by  those  who  came  after  him,  it  would 
seem  that  he  is  the  more  accurate. 

Strabo  asserts  that  the  people  anciently  called  Cha- Jf^**^^- »••*** 
lybeans  were   in   his  time   called  Chaldseans;   and  the 
Emperor  Constantine  Porphyrogenitus,  who  gives  to  the 
provinces  the  names  of  the  people  who  inhabit  them, 
gives  that  of  Chaldeea  to  the  country,  of  which  Trebisond 
was  the  capital,  and  which  extends  far  to  the  south  and 
east  of  this  city,  including  a  large  portion  of  the  two  J^SJaS^*!]^; 
Armenias:  he  adds  also,  that  this  name  was  derived  from  ^*''^^^*    • 
the  Persians."     *'  Colonel  Chesney  seeks  in  the  countries 
near   the   head    of  the   four  rivers,   Euphrates,   Tigris, 
Araxes,  and  Halys,  for  the  original  seat  of  the  Chal- 
dees.     This  view  of  the  subject  is  also  embraced   by  Ain«worth»8  Tr»- 
Pritchard.'  ▼oi-  "•  p-  »o4. 

These  Chaldeeans,  the  most  warlike  people  in  that  cyrop.  lu.  2. 
part  of  the  world,  did  not  emerge  from  Babylon,  but 
came  down  upon,  and  captured  that  city.  "At  all  events, 
it  is  certain,"  says  Heeren,  "  that  the  conquering  Chal- 
daeans  forced  their  way  from  the  north."  "A  revolution 
then  took  place  in  Asia  similar  to  that  which  Cyrus 
afterwards  effected^  a  nomad  people  under  the  name  of 
Chaldaeans,  descending  from  the  mountains  of  Taurus 
and  Caucasus,  overwhelmed  Southern  Asia,  and  made 
themselves  masters  of  the  Syrian  and  Babylonian  plains."  Heeren,  Babyio- 

^    •'  J  r  nian8,p.l47. 

But  I  shall  be  met  with  the  fact  of  Babylon  having 
been  in  the  possession  of  the  Chaldeeans  at  least  a  cen-i8a.zui.i9;zziiu 

13» 

tury  before  this  date.  I,  however,  think  that  Isaiah, 
xxiii.  13,  unfolds  an  important  fact  in  no  way  contrary 
to  my  supposition ;  the  language  implies  that  Babylon 
was  not  always  the  seat  of  the  Chaldseans;  that  their 
location  there  was  at  no  very  distant  date;  and  lastly, 
that  they  did  not  at  that  time  acquire  Babylon  by  con- 
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Cttipmvn.    quest,  but  that  they  were  planted  there  by  the  Assyrian. 

"  Behold  the  land  of  the  Chaldaeans  ;  that  nation  which 

a  little  time  since  was  not.     The  Assyrian  subdued  it,  and 

isa-zziu.  13.  j».&:ave  it  to  the  inhabitants  of  the  desert!"     Louth  says 

Hon,  *«  The  testimony  of  Dicaearchus,  a  Greek  historian,  con- 

Apad  steph,  de  temporary  with  Alexander,  in  regard  to  the  fact,  is  re- 

caidaiot.  markablc,  though  he  is  mistaken  in  the  name  of  the  king 

he  speaks  of:  he  says,  '  That  a  certain  king  of  Assyria, 

the  fourteenth  in  succession  from  Ninus,  named,  as  it  is 

said,  Chaldaeus,  having  gathered  together  and  united  all 

the  people  called  Chaldaeans;   built  the  famous  city  of 

Lonth'siiaiah.     Babylon  upou  the  Euphrates."     We  know  from  Daniel 

D«i.iL2;  and    Herodotus,   that  there   was   a   class   of  priests    or 

Herod,  i.  183.  '  ^ 

learned  men  called  Chaldseans,  so  named  probably,  as 
Rosenmiiller  observes,  from  the  nation  with  [or  from] 
whom  they  migrated :  to  these  probably  DecsBarchus 
refers,  and  of  these  Cicero  speaks,  marking  their  con- 
nexion with  the  Caucasus,  when  he  says,  **  We  must 
contemn  the  Babylonians  and  those  who,  in  the  region  of 
the  Caucasus,  pretend  to  have  observed  the  heavens  and 
Cicero deDerin.  courscs  of  the  stars  •• ..  during:  an  interval   of  470,000 

In  Cory.  ° 

years."  In  consequence  of  these  Chaldaeans  having  and 
preserving  great  astronomical  knowledge,  it  is  probable 
that  the  Assyrian  located  them  in  Babylon,  a  site  more 
suitable  for  astronomical  observations  than  the  mountains 
of  the  Caucasus.  Possibly  Belesis  the  Priest,  who  with 
Arbaces  overthrew  Nineveh,  was  one  of  them. 

The  opinion  put  forth  by  Gesenius,  in  his  Lectures  on 
Biblical  Archceologyy  to  which  I  have  already  referred, 
agrees  in  a  great  measure  with  this  view.  He  says,  "  In 
the  eighth  century,  b.c.  we  find  Babylon  a  province  of 
the  Assyrian  kingdom.  Two  peoples  of  different  races 
dwelt  there;  the  Babylonian  of  the  Shemitic,  and  the 
Chaldeans  of  Assyrio-Persic  origin,  who  also  spoke  differ- 
ent languages."    Then,  after  stating,  as  already  quoted. 
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that  they  had  their  original  seat  in  Curdistan,  he  con- 
tinues, "  They  were  tributaries  to  the  Assyrians ;  by 
degrees  they  occupied  the  plains  of  Mesopotamia  and 
Babylon,  pursued  agriculture,  and  gave  the  name  of 
Chaldaea  to  the  country.  In  the  time  of  Isaiah,  we  find  {J"S^S^* 
the  Chaldaean  in  the  Assyrian  army,  and  you  can  divine  scwSIJ^tiw  * 
that  they  are  a  new  people.     From  the  time  of  Nebuchad-  u^fofthe'c^- 

,  111  dieaiis,  in  Ei- 

nezzar,  625  B.C.,  the  Chalda^ans  began  to  take  the  place  chom'sReper- 

^^  ^  ^  torium,  torn.  8. 

of  the  Assyrians  in  conquering  Asia.  The  Chaldaean 
language  was  kindred  with  the  Assyrian  and  Persian, 
and  their  proper  names  are  derived  from  the  Persian." 

'*  The  Babylonians,  who  were  of  the  same  origin  as 
the  Jews  [?]  and  Syrians,  must  not  be  confounded  with 
the  Chaldaeans,  whose  entrance  into  this  province  was  not 
till  a  later  period.  The  Chaldaeans  or  Chasdim  comprised 
the  warlike  tribes  of  the  Armenian  mountains^  who  lived 
on  plunder  and  furnished  the  mercenary  troops  of  the 
kings  of  India  and  Media.  They  had  been  previously 
conquered  by  the  Assyrians,  and  carried  into  the  plains 
of  Mesopotamia,  and  to  Babylon ;  but  in  the  seventh 
century  before  Jesus  Christ  they  succeeded  not  only  in 
regaining  their  independence,  but  also  in  establishing 
themselves  on  the  ruins  of  the  Assyrian  empire.  The 
Babylonians,  on  the  contrary,  were  the  ancient  inhabitants 
of  Babylon,  and  originated  with,  and  among  the  Semetic  introdaction  to 

„  "  Winer's  Chaldee 

tnbeS.  Grammar. 

The  result,  then,  to  which  I  come  is  (1.)  That  the  Result, 
original  land  of  the  Chaldaeans  was  between  the  Black 
and  Caspian  Seas,  extending,  I  suppose,  between 
latitude  38°  and  41°.  (2.)  That  a  colony,  probably  of 
the  priests'  caste,  was  planted  at  Babylon  by  the  Assy- 
rian. (3.)  That  Nabopolassar,  with  his  Chaldaean  army, 
suddenly  revolted  from  Assyria,  and  seized  upon  Babylon 
shortly  before  the  Jewish  Captivity.  (4.)  That  they  were 
an  ancient  people  with  regard  to  their  original  locality, 
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CHAFnavn.  IS  evident  from  Abraham  having  proceeded  from  among 
them  ;  but  that,  comparatively  speaking,  the  original 
settlers  at  Babylon  had  not  been  there  very  long.  That 
their  language  was  not  understood  by  the  Jews,  appears 
from  its  being  necessary  that  Daniel,  and  those  among 
the  Jews  who  were  chosen  because  of  their  wisdom  and 

>»n.i.4.  knowledge,  should  yet  be   taught  "  the  tongue  of  the 

Chaldeeans." 

But  to  this  last  observation  it  may  be  objected,  that 

^««°**«  the  Chaldseans  spake  in  the  Aramite  language,  and  that, 

^•^^•**  in  all  probability,   the  Jews  must  have  understood  the 

Syriac   or   Aramite.      Probably   the   educated  Jews   did 
understand  the  Aramite.    We  find  it  was  so  in  the  days  of 

te.zz3nri.  11.  Hczckiah,  though  it  was  so  different  from  the  Jews' 
speech,  that  the  lower  orders  did  not  understand  it.  And 
we  find  that  subsequently  it  was  the  language  of  inter- 
course between  the  court  of  Persia  and  the  colonies  im- 

sxra,  iT.  7.  ported  iuto  Samaria ;  yet,  from  the  manner  in  which  it  is 
there  mentioned,  it  does  not  appear  necessary  that  it 
should  have  been  the  vernacular  tongue  of  either.     The 

[w.zz3nri.ii.  fact  is,  that  it  was  the  language  of  the  Assyrian;  and, 
therefore,  would  be  the  language  of  the  educated,  and 
the  diplomatic  language  through  that  great  kingdom, 
even  long  after  the  overthrow  of  Nineveh ;  and  in  this 

Dan.u.4^  instance,  from  Daniel  ii.,  the  Chaldseans,  as  spokesmen 
for  the  rest  of  the  astrologers,  spake  in  the  current  lan- 
guage of  the  country ;  but  I  think,  by  the  very  mention 
that  they  did  address  the  king  in  a  particular  language, 
we  may  infer  that  there  was  something  remarkable  in  it. 
If  it  were  recorded  in  some  document,  that  the  Arch- 
bishop of  Canterbury  addressed  the  Queen  in  the  English 
language,  it  would  be  absurd  and  impertinent ;  so  I  think 
saying  that  the  king  was  addressed  in  the  Aramite  lan- 
guage, rather  implies  that  it  was  not  his  own  language.; 
but,  as  Nabopolassar  had  been  general  of  the  army  of 
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Sardanapalus,  Nebuchadnezzar  would  certainly  be  con- 
versant with  the  language  of  the  court,  though  not  his 
native  tongue.  The  Chaldeean  wise  men  who  had  resided 
for  above  a  century  in  Babylon,  probably  preserved  the 
Chaldee  as  an  occult  language,  while  the  language  of 
common  intercourse  would  be  Aramite. 

Having  shewn  that  the  Chaldseans  were  not  Baby- 
lonians, it  behoves  us  to  inquire  who  they  were. 

We  must  admit  that  Nebuchadnezzar  and  his  father,  chaidnuis 

PeraUms. 

having  overthrown  the  two  most  ancient  and  powerful 
monarchies  which  the  world  ever  saw,  viz.  Egypt  and 
Assyria,  are  entitled  to  be  considered  among  the  greatest 
warriors  of  antiquity ;  and  it  appears  impossible  to  sup- 
pose that  Herodotus  and  the  other  Grecian  historians 
were  ignorant  of  them.  But  then,  of  what  nation  were 
they,  and  by  what  other  names  are  they  known  ?  We  will 
first  examine  with  regard  to  their  language. 

*^  It  has  been  argued,"  says  Rosenmiiller,  '^  that  the  i.  Luigiiage. 
Chaldee  must  have  been  a  dialect  of  the  Medo-Persian 
class  of  languages,  because  the  names  that  occur  in 
Scripture  of  [Babylonian  or]  Chaldsean  idols,  kings,  and  ^^I^^of,  u. 
other  persons,  as  well  as  of  oflScers  and  dignities,  areP**^* 
found  to  be  of  Persian  derivation."  The  authorities  to 
which  he  refers  are  Matt.  Norberg's  Selecta  Opuscula 
Acad.  tom.  iii.  p.  168;  Lorsbach's  Archives  for  Biblical 
and  Eastern  Literature^  vol.  ii.  p.  236,  et.  seq.  note ;  and 
Gesenius's  History  of  the  Hebrew  Language  and  Litera- 
ture, p.  63.  I  will  add  the  testimony  of  Winer,  who  says, 
'*  That  the  true  Chaldsean  language  was  not  even  a  dialect 
of  the  same  family  (as  the  Aramean,  or  Chaldee,  as  it  is  im- 
properly called),  is  easily  proved  by  examining  the  proper 
names  of  their  gods  and  kings,  as  also  the  titles  of  their 
nobles,  as  mentioned  since  the  time  of  Nebuchadnezzar  in 
many  parts  of  the  Old  Testament.  These  words  which 
have  not  at  all  the  Semetic  character,  appear  rather  to  be 
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chaptee  vn.    derived  from  the  Indo-Germanic  languages,  such  as  thfe 
Gn^iwir.  Persian,  the  Sanscrit,  the  Zend,  and  others."     Schlozer 

Riggs  says  the  ,  „  _^_  ,^_     .  -,    .  111 

Mune.  says  to  the  same  effect,  "  The  true  Chaldaic  was  probably 

toBiwiLS^ab^  intimately  related  to  the  Persic,  Median,  Armenian,  and 
Toi.  ii.  p.  2.  Kurdic."  I  will  quote  some  examples  from  Rosenmuller, 
who,  though  he  conceives  the  words  to  be  Assyrian,  yet 
to  bear  out  his  idea  he  maintains  that  the  Assyrian  lan- 
guage was  a  Medo-Persian  dialect ;  he  is  then  an  unex- 
ceptionable witness,  being  any  thing  but  biased  in  favour 
of  the  view  I  advance. 

I  will  first  give  the  name  of  Nebuchadnezzar  himself, 

which  is  explained  by  Lorsbach,  from  the  Persian  Nebu- 

chodan-sar,  i.e.  Nebo,  Prince  of  Gods;  and  *'  the  planet 

Mercury  has  the  name  of  Nebo,  or  Nebu,  among  the 

Home,  vol.  iii.     Zabians."    Rosenmiiller  then  mentions  "  other  less  plaus- 

p.  8.  ch.  Ti.  §  1.      ,  ^        * 

ible  explanations/'  and  concludes  by  quoting  Richardson 
Bakhta'n'nassar,  i.  e.  '*  the  Fortune  of  Victory."  His  only 
objection  is  that  the  first  part  is  Persian ;  the  two  deriva- 
tions, therefore,  of  which  he  most  approves  are  Persian. 
The  derivation  of  Sheshack,  a  name  given  to  Babylon  by 
Jeremiah  is  striking :  he  says,  it  properly  signifies  ''  the 
royal  court,"  or  *  city  of  the  king;'*  for  which  he  quotes 
Von  Bohlen,  who  thinks  it  synonymous  with  the  Persian 
words  Shih'Shah,  he  admits  this  to  be  '^  the  most  plausible 
explanation,"  and  perceives  but  one  difficulty;  for  he 
adds, ''  only  it  is  doubtful  whether,  at  so  early  a  period  as 
the  age  of  Jeremiah,  Babel  could  have  received  a  Persian 
name  which  could  have  been  known  in  Judea."  His 
embarrassment  is  complex ;  the  language  being  Persian 
is  the  point  I  am  now  urging,  the  chronological  difficulty 
must  be  suspended  for  the  present. 

*  Is  it  possible,  that  in  this  denunciation  against  the  royal  court, 
or  city  of  the  king,  there  is  an  allusion  to  his  proud  speech.  "  Is 
not  this  great  Babylon  which  I  have  built /or  the  house  of  the 
kingdom  f^^ 
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Again^  Rosenmiiller  says,  "  When  Nebuchadnezzar 
conquered  Jerusalem,  and  entered  the  city  with  the 
grandees  of  his  kingdom.  Amongst  others  who  formed 
his  train,  is  mentioned  "  the  chief  of  the  Maffi,"  on  which  Jer.  xxxix.  s,  i8. 

°  In  the  English 

he  observes,  note  100,  ^^  Mag  or  Mah  is,  no  doubt,  tbe  vc^loSLiliiS^ 
same  as  occurs  in  modern  Persian  writings,  and  denotes  J*»*>-m««- 
a  Magian,  a  priest  of  the  fire  worshippers.     According  to 
a  Persian  author  quoted  by  Hyde,  Mubad  is  an  abbrevia- 
tion of  Mogh-bady  and  signifies  a  president  of  the  Magi, 
and  is  thus  of  equivalent  meaning:  to  Rabmaq.     Kleuker  Kienker  zendar 

^  .  vesta,  part  m. 

thinks  that  Magus  is  the  same  with  Meh^  pronounced  p- 225. note. 
Meghy  it  signifies  great,  excellent ;  and  was,  like  MehestaUy 
a  general  name  for  the  disciples  of  Zoroaster ;  but,"  adds 
he,  ''  as  Nebuchadnezzar,  who  had  a  chief  of  the  Magi 
along  with  him,  was  no  follower  of  the  religion  of 
Zoroaster,  the  word  must  pertain  to  a  more  ancient  wor- 
ship, in  all  probability  the  ancient  Median."  I  will 
under  the  next  head  allege  some  evidence  respecting  the 
religion  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  my  present  inquiry  is  regard- 
ing the  name  of  the  priest,  which  we  find  was  Persian.* 

*  Dan.  ii.  6,  PTST^S  Reward.  Castell  gives  a  Persic  origin  to  this 
word.    As  also  noticed  by  Gesenins. 

Dan.  ii.  10,  27 ;  iv.  4,  6 ;  v.  11,  'J'^Stain  Magician,  from  the  Per- 
sian.    Gesenius  and  Biggs. 

Dan.  iii.  2,  M^30"ntt?nM  (Princes,  com.  vers.)  Gesenius  gives 
this  word  a  Persian  origin.  Wintle  does  the  same  from  Herodotus. 
The  root  is  the  same  as  Satrap,    See  Esther,  ix.  3. 

M'^aao   Governors.      The   origin  is  Persian   according  to 

Gresenius. 

M'^'HSm  (com.  vers.  Counsellors).    In  the  Pelvic  Datoubar, 

Judge ;  according  to  Gesenins,  who  derives  the  word  from  Til  the 
Law,  and  the  final  "Hi  which  is  often  used. 

ver.  4,  MT'inD  Herald.    Gesenius  compares  this  word  to  the 

Zend  Ereschio.  The  objection  of  Hoevemick,  that  it  belonged  to  the 
language  of  Abraham,  seems  rather  a  confirmation  of  Gesenius ;  for 
Abraham  came  from  Ur  of  the  Chaldees. 

Sir  William  Drummond  supposes  Belshatser  to  be  composed  of 
Bel  and  the  Persian  Atser  or  Mars. — Origines,  vol.  i.  p.  114. 
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Chaptsb  VII. 


S.  BeUgloii. 

Nergal. 

Jer.  ttxIt.  3. 

S  Kingi,  xfiL  80. 

Jaoktoii,  rcl,  ii. 
p.  S79,  note. 


Calinet,art. 
Cnshfii. 


Jaoktoii,  vol.  ii. 
p.  279. 


BeL 

Dan.  1.7;  ir.  8. 


Agakhias  quoted 
by  Stanley. 


Shadrach. 
Al>ed-nq;o. 


These  few  instances  shew  that  the  words  of  Persian  origin 
relate  to  Nebuchadnezzar  and  his  immediate  followers; 
and  the  simple  inference  is,  that  they  were  Persians. 
The  religion  of  Nebuchadnezzar  and  his  followers  will  be 
my  next  inquiry. 

Two  of  Nebuchadnezzar's  princes  were  called  Nergal- 
Sharezer.  Nergal,  from  which  this  name  is  compounded, 
was  the  god  of  the  Cuthites,  who,  Jackson  says,  were 
Persians.  Calmet,  with  more  precision,  says  they  came 
from  the  country  of  the  Medes,  bordering  on  the  Caspian 
Sea,  the  country  bordered  by  the  Araxes ;  these  Cuthites 
worshipped  the  sun,  under  the  symbol  of  a  cock,  which  is 
called  Nergal.  Hence  the  cock  was  peculiarly  called  the 
Persian  bird ;  so  says  Aristophanes ;  and  Jamblicus  says 
Pythagoras  esteemed  the  cock  to  be  dedicated  to  the  sun, 
which  Suidas  confirms.  This  name,  therefore,  is  con- 
firmatory of  two  points :  one  that  Nebuchadnezzar  and 
his  followers  came  from  the  neighbourhood  of  the  Caspian, 
and  also  that  their  mode  of  worship  was  Persian. 

When  Daniel  and  his  companions  were  taken  captive, 
their  names  were  changed,  and  Daniel  was  designated, 
not  from  the  god  of  the  Babylonians,  but,  as  Nebuchad- 
nezzar himself  tells  us  after  his  God.  ''  Bel,"  then,  a 
component  of  Belteshazzar,  was  the  god  of  Nebuchad- 
nezzar. Now  Agathias  says  the  Persians  worshipped 
Jupiter  under  the  name  of  Bel.  . 

We  are  not  expressly  told  that  the  other  children  re- 
ceived their  new  appellations  from  the  objects  of  Nebuchad- 
nezzar's worship ;  but  we  are  led  to  infer  it,  because  they 
were  denominated  at  the  same  time  as  Daniel,  and  by  the 
same  person ;  so  we  may  conclude  that  in  their  case  he 
acted  under  similar  directions  from  the  king.  Two  of 
these  names,  Shadrach  and  Abed-nego,  it  is  said  refer  to 
the  sun  ;  the  former  being  rendered  by  Wintle,  **  The 
inspiration  of  the  sun ;"  the  latter,  "  The  servant  of  the 
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shining  light.""*   Meshach  is  supposed  to  be  derived  from  Meshach. 
Shach,  the  goddess,  who  was  worshipped   on  the  five  winUeonDmnieu 
festival  days,  and  is  said  to  have  been  the  earth.     "  This 
festival/'  says  Jackson,  "the  old  Persians  received  with  J»ckioii,  vol.  i. 
their  year  from  the  Babylonians."    This  statement  ap- 
pears to  have  some  error  in  it.     Hyde  tells  us  that  the 
old  Persians   observed   this   festival,  and  Berossus,  ac-  AtheMwuin 

'  '  Cory. 

cording  to  Athenseus,  says  that  the  feast  of  the  Sacea  was  smms. 
celebrated  in  Babylon  for  five  days ;  but  to  say  the 
Persians  received  it  from  the  Babylonians  is  only  an 
inference  from  the  supposition  that  the  Persians  captured 
Babylon  from  the  Chaldeeans :  but  this  is  erroneous,  for 
Strabo  tells  us  distinctly  that  the  feast  originated  with  the 
Persians.  According  to  him,  the  Sacse  or  Massagetee 
penetrated  to  Cappadocia,  and  specially  to  the  neigh- 
bourhood of  the  Euxine.  There  the  Persian  generals 
attacked  them  at  night,  and  destroyed  them.  They  raised 
two  temples,  one  to  Anaitis,  the  other  to  the  Persian  or 
Cappadocian  deities,  Omanus  and  Anandates;  and  they 
founded  the  annual  feast  called  Sacea.  He  adds,  more- 
over, some  say  that  Cyrus  established  this  feast  after 
massacring  the  Sacae  in  their  drunken  revelry.  strabo,  ub.  zi. 

How  many  important  facts  do  we  get  here!  I  only 
observe  Strabo  expresses  no  doubt  as  to  the  Persians 
having  established  this  feast,  though  with  their  received 
views  of  history  he  might  well  hesitate  as  to  the  fact  of 
Cyrus  having  been  the  general.  I,  however,  shall  shew, 
I  hope,  strong  confirmatory  evidence  of  that  fact  also. 
Now,  respecting  the  other  assertion  of  Jackson's,  that  the 
Persians  received  their  year  from  the  Babylonians,  there 
is  also  error.  It  was  Gemshid  who,  according  to  Ri- 
chardson, established  the  Persian  era.     ''  He  divided  the 

*  In  these  titles,  is  there  any  allusion  to  Korshid,  i.e.  "  Splendour 
of  the  sun,"  the  title  assumed  by  Cyrus  or  Agradad,  who  was  wor- 
shipped as  a  demon  after  his  death  ? —  GAiiE,  part  iii.  lib.  ii.  ch.  2. 
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chapto  VII.   year  into  twelve  months  of  thirty  days  each ;  to  the  last 
Richardson's  Di8- of  which  they  afterwards  added  five  supplementary  days 
8vo.       *   *     *  to  make  up  the  whole  365."     I  cannot  shew  how  far 
these  two  statements  harmonise  until  I  have  identified 
Jemsheed.     I  must  content  myself  with  repeating,  that 
the  feast  of  Sacea  was  not  Babylonian,  and,  therefore,  the 
deity  with  which  it  was  connected  was  not  Babylonian ; 
Jackson,  vol.  iiL  but,  accordiug  to  Jackson,  all  the  above-mentioned  idols 
were  worshipped  by  the  ancient  Persians,  while  it  is  re- 
markable that  no  allusion  whatever  is  made  to  Succoth- 
s Kings, zTii. 30.  bcnoth,  the  great  idol  of  the  Babylonians;  the  inference 
then  is,  that  Nebuchadnezzar  was  not  a  native  Babylonian, 
but  a  Persian. 
The  Golden  Upon  the  interpretation  of  his  dream,  Nebuchadnezzar 

Image. 

acknowledges  that  Daniel's  God  is  the  supreme  God. 
Dan.ii.47.         «  Of  a  truth  [it  is]  that  your  God  [is]  a  God  of  Gods  :" 
but  he  by  no  means  admits  that  he  is  the  alone  God ;  for 
he  raises  an  image,  and  publishes  an  act  of  uniformity  for 
the  worship  of  the  idol.     Whether  his  object  was  po- 
litical or  religious  appears  doubtful.     Some  suppose  that 
the  golden  image  was  an  idea  of  the  universal  monarchy 
of  Nebuchadnezzar,  in  opposition,  as  it  were,  to  the  in- 
Theodoret  in      dicatiou  iu  his  drcam,  that  his  kingdom,  the  golden  head 
alone  of  the  image,  was  to  endure  but  a  short  period.     I 
^^oot'^'Jorks,  learn  out  of  Lightfoot,  firom  the  Jews,  that  the  golden 
pitnuui.  image  was  dedicated  to  the  sun.     Jerome  supposes  that  it 

See  Judith,  m.  8;  was  a  statuc  of  himself  which  the  kins:  erected.     *'And 

▼i.  2.  .      ,  °  , 

Jackson,  vol.  i.     this,'  adds  Jackson,  '^  was  the  custom  of  the  Persians  by 
Jemsheed.         the  Constitution  of  Cyrus."     A  passage  in  Merkhond  re- 
lating to  Jemsheed,  whom  I  mentioned  above,  will  il- 
Merkhond,  note,  lustratc   this  history.     Much  difierence  seems  to  exist 
respecting  who    this  king  was,   for  some  say  he  was 
Solomon,  some  Alexander ;  but,  as  "  Fitaguras  (or  Py- 
'^tZ^'^'"'''  thagoras)  the  Ionian  sage,"  and  Thales,  were  his  con- 
^m'svo?*' ^'  temporaries,  his  era  is  pretty  well  determined ;  and  "  the 
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ancient  Greeks  assure  us,  that  Estaker.  which  is  Per-  S!<>fo"»  8^. 

'  llD.  1. 

sepolis.  owes,  as  well  as  Pasargardee,  its  foundation  to  f!»p*»*»»«fi'«  ?«•- 

*  '  '  .      .  bibu8,Mid8trmbo. 

Cyrus;"   but  "the  name  Persepolis  is  unknown  to  the  voiney.  New 

*'     ^  ^  Reflearches. 

Persians ;  they  call  it  Tekhti  Jemsheed^  or  the  throne  of 
Jemsheed,  who  is  &:enerally  supposed  to  have  built  it."        Price's  Anttqui- 

°  J        ^^  tieaofPeriepoUa. 

Jemsheed  then  could   not  have  been  before  Cyrus,  p-  «• 
Howes  supposes  he  was  the  elder  Cambyses :   being  a  Howes,  voi.  u. 
great  conqueror,  they  made  him  Alexander ;  and,  having  so  8a78D'Hert>e- 
great  riches,  some  supposed  him  to  be  Solomon.     "  He  ^^1^- 
raised    his    forehead   from  the  dust  of  adoration,   and 
claimed  the  honours  due  to  God  alone :  in  pursuance  of 
this  design^  he  caused  images  of  himself  to  be  made, 
which  were  sent  to  every  part  of  the  empire^  and  the 
people  were  strictly  enjoined  to  establish  the  worship 
of  them  . .  • .  many  of  the  servants  of  the  only  true  God 
who  opposed  this  idolatry  were  cast  into  the  flames  of 
persecution  J "    subsequently  "distraction   and  confusion  Merthond,  p.  us, 

1  Iff  1 1  •'• 

overpowered  his  reason."  The  authors  of  the  Universal 
History  have  laid  down  as  a  rule  that  '^  calculations  by 
numbers  of  years,  which  are  so  liable  to  mistake  and 
corruption,  must  needs  be  very  precarious ;  and  it  seems 
much  more  reasonable  to  rely  on  the  evidence  of  facts 
and  historical  synchronisms."     The  application  of  this  universal  Hi». 

*'  ^  *  *  tory,  Tol.  i.  p.  26, 

rule  to  the  case  in  hand  will  leave  little  doubt  as  to  who  ^^o* 
Jemsheed  was.  A  king  comparable  to  Alexander,  con- 
temporary with  Pythagoras  and  Thales,  who  raises 
images  which  he  causes  to  be  worshipped,  and  commits 
to  the  flames  those  who  do  not  obey,  and  who  is  sub- 
sequently deprived  of  reason,  corresponds  so  remarkably 
with  Nebuchadnezzar,  that  hp  can  scarcely  be  supposed 
any  other  than  that  monarch :  and  to  find  the  actions  of 
Nebuchadnezzar  attributed  by  the  Persian  historians  to 
one  of  their  kings  is  strongly  in  favour  of  Nebuchadnezzar 
having  been  a  Persian.  But  some  may  suppose  that, 
similar  as  the  circumstances  are,  yet  the  places  in  which 
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CHAFTEa  VII.  they  were  transacted  were  very  different ;  but  this  is  not 
£tmH«ikai,p.3.  clear.  In  the  Oriental  geography  of  Ebn  Haukal  it  is 
said  that  Babel  was  in  former  times  the  chief  glory  of 
Iran,  It  may  be  replied  that  this  refers  to  a  later  pe- 
riod ;  but  Price,  in  his  Antiquities  of  Persepolis,  says, 
'^  Several  inscriptions  prove  that  Babylonia  was  subject  to 
Persia  at  the  time  of  the  sons  of  Jemsheed."  To  this  I 
would  add  one  hint.  The  city  Ver,  according  to  the 
Zendavesta,  was  built  by  Jemsheed,  and  its  description 
corresponds  very  well  with  Babylon,  "  the  vast  extent 
of  which  was  comprehended  in  a  square  enclosure,*'  in 
which  was  '^  a  palace  on  an  eminence  surrounded  by  a 
wall."  Those,  however,  who  are  not  prepared  to  admit 
the  identity  of  Jemsheed  with  Nebuchadnezzar,  will  still 
allow  me  to  use  the  history  as  illustrative,  and  I  will 
proceed  to  give  my  notion  relative  to  the  golden  image. 

The  act  need  not  have  been  either  purely  political  or 
purely  religious ;  the  power  of  the  gods  of  the  ancients 
was  very  much  measured  by  the  extent  of  dominion  they 
seei8a.xxxvi.i8,  were  supposcd  to  give  their  votaries.  Religion  was, 
therefore,  connected  with  the  state,  and  offering  gifts  to 
the  gods  was  the  way  to  preserve  temporal  dominion. 
That  the  golden  image  was  dedicated  to  the  sun,  as  the 
Jewish  authorities  state,  is,  I  think,  probable,  from  the 
punishment  of  fire  prepared  for  those  who  refused  to 
worship,  and  from  the  way  the  Lord  was  pleased  to 
preserve  his  people,  shewing  that  there  was  a  God  who 
Dan.  m.  29.  could  dclivcr  from  the  power  of  fire.  Still  the  dedication 
of  the  image  to  the  Persian  deity  might,  in  accordance 
with  the  opinion  of  Theodoret,  be  to  propitiate  that  idol, 
and  to  induce  him  to  defeat  the  decrees  of  Daniers  God 
respecting  the  limited  duration  of  Nebuchadnezzar's  do- 
minion. Thus  the  image  would  be  a  kind  of  personifi- 
cation of  the  divine  right  of  Nebuchadnezzar ;  and  any 
one  refusing  to  worship  it  would  be  supposed  guilty  of 
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treason  against  bim :  bence  the  different  governors 
throughout  the  kingdom  were  specially  required  to  pay 
homage.  Whether,  therefore,  we  suppose  all  these  ideas 
to  be  included,  or  whether  we  regard  the  image  as  erected 
according  to  the  constitution  of  Cyrus,  or  admit  the 
testimony  of  the  Jews,  each  opinion  points  to  the  fact  of 
Nebuchadnezzar  being  a  Persian. 

The  miraculous  deliverance  of  the  three  Jews  appears  Zoroaster. 
to   have  occasioned  the  reformation  of  the  fire-worship 
brought  about  by  Zoroaster,  who  appears  to  have  lived 
about  this  time.      "  It  is,"  says  Heeren,  "  the  almost 
universal  opinion  promulgated  by  Hyde,  and  defended  by 
the  editor  of  the  Zendavesta  (Kleuker),  that  the  Pro- 
phet  [Zoroaster]   was  contemporary  with   Darius  Hys- 
taspes,*  and  that,  consequently,  his  laws  were  promul- 
gated under  the  empire  of  the  Persians ;  while  another 
hypothesis   carries  them   back   to   the  dynasties  of  the 
Medes  and  the  reign  of  Cyaxares  the  First,  about  seventy 
years  before  Cyrus.      Rode,  however,  has  laboured  to  ^IS^^^aS- 
prove   that   they   are  considerably  more  ancient"   [*•  «•  p.**368f 37^3^ note. 
before  the  Assyrian  monarchy].     Heeren  himself  makes 
Zoroaster  a  Bactrian,  anterior  to  the  commencement  of 
the   Median  empire :    he   argues  from  the  Zendavesta, 
supposing  it  all  to  be  genuine.    There  may  possibly  have 
been  a  more  ancient  Bactrian ;  but,  as  Stanley  supposes, 
and  Prideaux  argues,  there  must  also  have  been  one  in 
the  reign  of  Darius,  who,  from  confusion  in  chronology 
and  history,  I  doubt  not,  has  been  multiplied  into  three, 
viz.  a  Babylonian,  a  Median,  and  a  Persian.     This  Zur- 
dust  or  Zoroasterf  was  instructed  by  one  of  the  disciples 

*  The  earliest  trace  of  the  Zand  religion  in  the  Greek  writers  is 
the  mention  of  Hostanes  the  Archimagus,  who  accompanied  Xerxes  to 
Greece. 

t  "In  Zand  the  true  name  of  this  legislator  of  the  Persians  is  Ze- 
r6thoehtr6,  or  Zarathustra;  of  this  was  formed  in  the  Pehlevi  Ian- 
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chapteb  vn.    of  Jeremiah  the  prophet,  and  he  ascertained  the  coming 

Merkhond,  p.  283.      p  i*!       -n/r 

of  some  one  hke  Moses. 

Stanley,  in  speaking  of  this  reformer  of  the  religion  of 
the  Persians,  gives  us  what  he  calls  ''  a  fabulous  tradition 
of  the  occasion  and  manner  thereof,"  related  by  the  Per- 
sians themselves,  received  from  Dion  Chrysostom :  They 
say,  "  that  through  the  love  of  wisdom  and  justice  he  with- 
drew himself  from  men,  and  lived  alone  upon  a  certain 
mountain :  that,  afterwards  leaving  the  mountain,  a  great 
fire  coming  from  above  did  continually  burn  about  him ; 
that  hereupon  the  king,  together  with  the  nobles  of  the 

comp. Dan. iii.  Pcrsiaus,  camc  nigh  him  intending  to  pray  to  God;  that 
he  came  out  of  the  fire  unharmed,  appeared  propitiously, 
bidding  them  be  of  good  cheer,  and  offered  certain  sacri- 
fices,  as  if  God  had  come  along  with  him  into  that  place ; 
that  from  henceforth  he  conversed  not  with  all  men,  but 
with  such  only  as  were  naturally  most  addicted  to  truth, 
and  capable  of  the  knowledge  of  the  gods,  whom  the 

staniera  Persians  call  Magi."  * 

Hi8t.PhU.  ° 

guage  the  name  Zaratesht,  or  Zaratosht;  and  in  the  Farsi  that  of 
Zardiisht,  or  Zaradust.  The  Greeks  have  changed  the  original  Zand 
name,  either  by  removing  the  *th'  in  the  middle  of  it,  and  thus 
making  Zereoshtro,  Zoroastres,  or  by  omitting  the  final  syllable 
*  tro,*  whence  it  became  Zaratos,  Zabratos,  &c.'* — Dabistdn^  note,  vol.  i. 
p.  211. 

*  The  story  of  Zaradusht  coming  out  of  the  fire  unhurt  is  men- 
tioned  in  the  Dabistdn,  vol.  i.  p.  219.  There  seems  abundant  proof  of 
the  correctness  of  Merkhond  in  saying  Zaradusht  was  instructed  by 
some  of  the  children  of  the  Captivity,  I  should  rather  say,  of  his 
unsparingly  appropriating  to  himself  the  visions  and  miracles  men- 
tioned in  the  Jewish  Scriptures.  The  increasing  of  the  waters,  first 
to  the  calf  of  his  legs,  then  to  the  knees,  the  waist,  and  finally  to  his 
neck,  is  a  manifest  adaptation  of  EzekieVs  vision. — Compare  Dabistdn^ 
vol.  i.  p.  232,  and  Ezek.  xlvii.  1-5.  Ormuzd  shews  him  a  tree  of  four 
branches,  gold,  silver,  brass,  and  the  fourth  iron  mixed  with  other 
metals,  which  denotes  the  succession  of  four  monarchies. — Ditto, 
p.  265,  note,  compare  Dan.  ii.  Zardusht  not  only  adopts  the  visions 
of  Daniel,  he  would  lead  one  to  suppose  he  was  the  prophet  himself. 
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This  tradition  appears  manifestly  to  have  originated 
from  the  account  of  the  three  Jews  who  were  cast  into 
the  fire  by  Nebuchadnezzar;  and^  as  Prideaux  con- 
jectures, that  Zurdust  was  some  crafty  Jew,  he  very  pro- 
bably turned  this  event  to  his  own  advantage ;  or,  possibly 
the  Jew  taught  the  truth,  but  the  noxious  weeds  of  error 
were  quickly  mingled  with  the  purer  worship. 

The  account  being  of  the  Persian  Zurdust^  and  the 
event  to  which  it  alludes  having  happened  in  Babylon,  is 
no  impediment;  for  there  is  strong  evidence  in  support 
of  the  Chaldeean  and  Persian  Zoroaster  being  the  same. 
Speaking  of  the  Chaldsean,  Stanley  says,  "  The  stories  of  Hist.  Phu.  p.  758 
the  two  are  confounded  by  Arnobius  and  Dion  Chry- 
sostom."  Again,  he  says,  "  What  Suidas  attributes  to 
the  Assyrian,  Cedrenus  attributes  to  the  Persian." 
Stanley  conceived  there  must  have  been  two,  not  seeing 
the  connexion  between  the  Cbaldseans  and  Persians.* 

Zoroaster  subsequently  gave  out  that  he  was  son  of  Merkhond. 
God,   and   Plato  styles  him   '*  son  of  Oromases ;   but 
Oromases  (as  Plutarch  and  others  shew)  was  a  name 
given  to  God  by  Zoroaster  the  Persian."     Now,  doubtless,  Stanley,  p. 76o. 
Zoroaster  made  himself  son  of  God,  because  the  form  of 
him  whom  the  king  saw  in  the  fire  was  the  form  of  the 

Hence  we  have  a  story  of  his  being  imprisoned  by  the  king  in  con- 
sequence of  a  conspiracy  of  the  other  philosophers  against  him  on 
account  of  his  religion. — Ditto^  p.  250;  see  Dan.  vi.  He  and  his 
eompanions  at  one  time  pass  a  river  only  wetting  the  soles  of  their  , 

feet,  like  the  Israelites  passing  Jordan ;  at  another  time  he  is  protected 
by  the  king,  like  Jeroboam,  having  his  arm  withered  when  he  stretched 
it  forth  against  the  youthM  prophet.  The  very  name  of  his  protect- 
ing angel,  Far'^-Izad^ "  the  Splendour  of  God,"  is  taken  from  Ezekiel, 
"  The  brightness  of  the  glory  of  Jehovah." 

*  It  is  curious  that  the  learned  father  Montfaucon,  when  describ- 
ing the  religion  of  the  Persians,  passes  unconsciously  to  describe  what 
Diogenes  Laertius,  Sotion,  Aristotle,  and  Dinon,  say  of  the  Chaldseans ; 
and  then  concludes,  "  Thus  have  we  produced  many  witnesses  con- 
cerning the  religion  of  ^  Persiam,^^ 
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chaptee  VII.   Son  of  God.     Here  then  we  have  the  reformation  of  the 

fire-worship  by  Zoroaster;*  and,  as  this  event  occurred 

See  the  beginning  before  the  sixteenth  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  it  most  satisfac- 

of  thU  chapter. 

torily  accounts  for  the  king  having  the  chief  of  the  Magi 
in  his  train  when  he  entered  Jerusalem  in  the  nineteenth 

Jer. xxxix.  3, 13.  year  of  his  reign.  Thus  we  get  additional  evidence  of 
Nebuchadnezzar  being  a  Persian  ;  if  we  trace  to  him  acts 
which  the  Persian  historians  attribute  to  one  of  their  own 
sovereigns,  acts  connected  with  the  peculiar  mode  of  Per- 
sian worship,  corroborated  by  the  Scriptural  evidence  of 
the  chief  Magus  being  in  his  train,  we  scarcely  could 
wish  greater  proof.  But,  in  addition  to  this,  we  must  not 
forget  the  satisfactory  manner  in  which  the  obscurity  and 
contradiction  respecting  Zoroaster  is  removed. 

Madneas  of  Nebu.       The  last  poiut  upou  this  head  is  the  madness  of  Nebu- 

chadnecjEar. 

Dan.iT.37.        chaduczzar,  inflicted  upon  him  for  his  sins,  and  especially 
Pythagoras.        his  pride.  Gale  conjectures  that,  in  consequence  of  witness- 
ing this  supernatural  event,  Pythagoras  became  convinced 
of  the  truth  of  the  doctrine  of  metempsychosis.     That  the 
sage  was  at  Babylon  about  this  time  is  highly  probable  from 
Stanley's  statement.  ''  By  Cambyses  he  was  taken  prisoner 
and  sent  to  Babylon,  there  he  lived  with  the  Persian  Magi 
cieero'deFinib.'  (for  SO  Ciccro  '  de  Fiuib.'  6 ;  Apuleius,  Florid.  2 ;  and  Euse- 
Apuieiua.  Etorw.  bius,  prsBp.  10,  term  them)  in  respect  that  Babylon  was 
Eusebias,  pr»p.   then  uudcr  that  monarchy ;  which  is  the  meaning  also  of 

*  Herodotus  says,  that  the  burning  of  the  body  of  Amosis  was  con- 
sidered by  the  Persians  such  an  impious  act.  Why  was  it  more 
impious  in  Cambyses  to  bum  the  dead  body  of  Amosis  than  in  Cyrus 
to  commit  Croesus  to  the  flames  ?  Until  the  reformation  of  Zurdust, 
burning  was  probably  not  an  uncommon  punishment  with  the  Per- 
sians. "  Eai  Omars,  on  beholding  the  assassin  of  his  son,  ordered  him 
to  be  consumed  in  the  flames  of  wrath  and  revenge,  and  his  ashes  to 
be  scattered  in  the  winds  of  annihilation.*" — Mebkhond.  Nebuchad- 
nezzar used  that  punishment  also. — Jer.  xxix.  22;  Dan.  iii.  But 
according  to  my  view,  before  the  final  conquest  of  Egypt  by  Nebu- 
chadnezzar, the  reformation  by  Zurdust  had  been  introduced;  and 
this  is  the  reason  why  burning  was  then  thought  so  impious. 
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Valerias  Maximus  and  Lactantius,  who  aflSrm  that  he  v*ieriii8  mm. 

'  lib.  Tiii.  ch.  Tii. 

went  from  Egypt  to  the  Persians,  not  to  Persia  as  some  J[J|^rib^ii. 
conceive,  and  resigned  himself  to  the  most  exact  pru-  top^^SIcS^**"^ 
dence  of  the  Magi  to  be  formed."     All  these  authorities  sto^eyT^.' 397, 
shew  that  Babylon  was  then  not  only  in  the  power  of  the 
Persians,  but  the   residence  of  the  Persian  Magi,  and 
probably  of  the  king  also,  else  why  should  he  send  the 
sage  there  ? 

But  it  will  be  urged,  that  there  is  a  chronological 
objection  against  these  testimonies  relating  to  the  time  of 
Nebuchadnezzar.  The  difficulty  about  Cambyses  shall  be 
explained  presently.  Other  evidence  shews  that  Pytha- 
goras was  at  Babylon  in  the  reign  of  Nebuchadnezzar. 
**  Eusebius  saith  he  is  reported  to  have  heard  the  Persian  Pr»p.ub.xiiL 
Magi  and  the  diviners  of  the  Egyptians  at  what  time 
some  of  the  Jews  were  gone  to  Babylon,  others  to  Egypt."  Stanley,  p.  ass. 

There  is  something  circumstantial  in  this  testimony 
which  gives  it  an  air  of  truth ;  and  it  is  very  definite,  for 
it  must  refer  to  the  nineteenth  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  when 
the  king  had  the  chief  Magus  in  his  train ;  for  at  that 
time  some  of  the  Jews  went  to  Babylon,  others  to  Egypt ; 
and  it  adjusts  wonderfully  with  the  testimony  of  Clement 
of  Alexandria,  that  Pythagoras  '^  became  a  zealous  follower 
of  Zoroaster." 

Admitting  that  Nebuchadnezzar  was  a  Persian,  and 
that  the  nineteenth  of  his  reign  was  about  contem- 
poraneous with  Cambyses,  which  must  have  been  the  case 
if  Darius  the  Mede  was  Darius  Hystaspes^  then  all  the  see  chapter  vi. 
above  testimonies  would  harmonise ;  but,  without  this 
supposition,  those  who  have  most  diligently  inquired  into 
the  era  of  Pythagoras  best  know  how  contradictory  the 
accounts  are. 

I  will  mention  a  few  notices  of  the  manners  and  cus-  3.  Manners  and 

Customs. 

toms  of  the  Chaldceans,  not  of  much  strength  in  them- 
selves, but  cumulative. 
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CHAPTBtvn.  The  government  of  the  Babylonians  [jquery  Chaldseans}, 

Heeren,  p.  189.     Heeren  saySy  ^'  appears  on  the  whole  to  have  been  much 

the  same  as  that  of  the  Persian  empire."     Rosenmiiller 

observes  to  the  same  effect. 
ElSi*.ii.'2i.  '^^^  chief  chancellor  or  eunuch  is  the  same  officer  as 

was  attached  to  the  Persian  court,  and  Wintle  observes 

that  they  were  employed  especially  among  the  Persians ; 

but  I  should  think  the  custom  too  prevalent  in  the  east  to 

prove  much. 

Strabo  tells  us  that  the  Caspii  exposed  their  dead  to 

be  devoured  by  dogs  and  vultures.    This  is  the  practice  of 

the  Parsees  to  this  day;  and  we  can  hardly  fancy  two 
strabo,  lib.  xi.     peoplc  foUowiug  such  a  custom. 
Ei6k.zziu.35.  The  punishment  for  adulteiy,  denounced  by  Ezekiel, 

and  which  was  to  be  inflicted   by  Nebuchadnezzar  on 

Jerusalem,  for  spiritual  fornication,  was  cutting  off  the 
jahn.  Arch.  Bib.  Qosc  and  cars.     This,  according:  to  Jahn,  was  the  Persian 

ch.z.§158.  ^  '  ® 

mode  of  punishing  adulteresses. 

On  the  young  men  being  supplied  "  with  the  king's 

meat,"  Dr.  Adam  Clarke  cites  Athenceus,  who  says,  "  The 

AtheMBii8,iib.iv.  kiuffs  of  Pcrsia  were  accustomed  to  order  the  food  left  at 

ch.  z.  p 

their  own  tables  to  be  delivered  to  their  courtiers." 
EMk.  zzi.  21.  In  Ezekiel  the  King  of  Babylon  is  said  to  divine  by 

jMkBon,  vol.  i.     arrows,  which  Jackson  asserts  was  peculiar  to  the  Arab- 
ians  and  Babylonians.     For  a   method   of  divining  by 
PooockonHoshea.  arrows  among  the  Arabians  there  is  authority ;  but  Jack- 
son gives  no  authority  for  saying  it  was  a  Babylonian 
See  also  Potter's  custom,  and  I  suspcct  there  is  none  but  the  passage  in 

Antiquities,  ^  jt  o 

where  Ezekiel  is  hand.     Morcovcr,  Tavlor,  in  the  framnents  to  Calmet, 

the  only  ezample  ^         j        '  o 

dted.  argues  that  the  language  of  Ezekiel  does  not  suit  with 

the  Arabian  mode  of  divination,  which  was  by  drawing 
arrows  with  words  written  on  them. 

I  find  in  the  history  of  Persia  an  account  of  an  event 
which  may  illustrate  this  subject.  Afrasiib,  king  of 
Turkistan,  is  compelled  to  make  peace  with  Minucheher, 
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king  of  Iran ;  ^'  on  this  it  was  stipulated,  that  Arish  shoald 
ascend  Mount  Damavend^  and  from  thence  discharge  an 
arrow  towards  the  east ;  and  that  the  place  in  which  the 
arrow  fell  should  form  the  boundary  between  the  two 
kingdoms.  Arish  thereupon  ascended  the  mountain  and 
discharged  towards  the  east  an  arrow,  the  flight  of  which 
continued  from  the  dawn  of  day  until  noon,  when  it  fell 
on  the  banks  of  the  Jihun."  Merkhond  adds^  ^'  As  this  MerUioiMi,p.i75 
incident,  though  so  remote  from  probability,  has  been  in- 
variably recorded  in  the  text  of  all  historians,  it  is  there- 
fore mentioned  here."  But  the  improbability,  in  the 
judgment  of  Merkhond,  was  not  in  the  decision  by  the 
flight  of  an  arrow,  but  in  the  miraculous  flight  of  the 
arrow  in  this  instance ;  still  he  admits  that  the  story  is 
universally  received.  Now  fabulous  events  which  obtain 
general  belief  must  have  an  air  of  truth  thrown  around 
them,  by  the  concomitant  circumstances  being  in  accord- 
ance with  the  manners  and  customs  of  the  people.  This 
is  what  gives  a  charm  to  the  most  unaccountable  Eastern 
tales ;  and  in  this  manner  we  may  make  use  of  the  fable 
above  related.  It  shews  that  the  decision  by  the  flight  of 
an  arrow  was  a  very  ancient  custom  in  Persia ;  and,  when 
we  can  trace  no  instance  of  the  custom  in  other  nations, 
we  may  allow  it  to  be  another  proof  of  Nebuchadnezzar's 
being  a  Persian.  We  may,  perhaps,  trace  a  similar 
custom  in  Darius  shooting  an  arrow  into  the  air  and 
invoking  vengeance  upon  the  Athenians.  Herod. 

It  is  a  curious  fact  that  "  bricks  frequently  covered  4.  cuneiform 
with  inscriptions  ....  are  found,  chiefly  in  the  walls  of 
the  royal  palace.  El  Kasr  [at  Babylon]  ....  the  characters 
in  which  these  inscriptions  were  made,  and,  indeed,  all 
the  Babylonian  wedge-shaped  writing,  as  we  learn  from 
the  investigations  of  Grotefend,  were  of  one  kind,  derived  orotefend. 
from  the  second  Persepolitan,  but  with  a  much  greater 
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chapcte  vn.   variety  of  characters.     Though  alphabetical,  the  language 

Heeren.  secnis  Babylonian  or  the  ancient  Chaldaean." 

"  All  the  cuneiform  inscriptions  of  Persepolis  at  pre- 

Ditto.  sent  known  have  reference  to  Darius  Hystaspes  and  his 

son  Xerxes ;  consequently,  to  those  kings  belong  all  the 

Dan,  iT.  30.  edificcs."  The  palace  at  Babylon  was  built  by  Nebuchad- 
nezzar. This  palace  was  covered  with  inscriptions  of  the 
Persepolitan  character,  which  character,  as  far  as  we 
know,  is  exclusively  of  the  date  of  Darius  and  Xerxes, 
though  the  Babylonian  inscriptions,  having  a  greater 
variety  of  character,  might  be  of  a  later,  but  probably 
could  not  be  of  an  earlier  date.  The  variety,  however, 
must  be  very  slight,  for  "  the  inscriptions  at  Babylon  are 
so  identical  in  character,  that  Grotefend,  by  comparing 
these  inscriptions  with  those  at  Persepolis,  found  upon 

Heeren, P.18M86.  one  of  the  bricks  [of  Babylon]  the  name  of  Darius." 
And,  in  a  work  since  published  by  Grotefend,  he  says  he 
has  found  in  two  Babylonian  documents  the  subscription 
of  the  name  of  Darius,  with  the  same  sign  which  he 
found  very  frequently  in  the  third  Persepolitan  cuneiform 
character.  How  could  these  get  on  the  bricks  of  the 
palace  built  by  Nebuchadnezzar?  We  have  already  found 
that  the  ancient  Chaldee  was  a  Persian  dialect.  We  now 
find  that  the  character  is  the  ancient  Persian  character, 
and  that  the  palace  built  by  Nebuchadnezzar  must,  in 
part  at  least,  have  been  built  as  late  as  the  time  of 
Darius.  May  we  not  say  that  we  have  ocular  demon- 
stration to  this  day  of  Nebuchadnezzar  having  been  a 
Persian,  and  contemporary  with  Darius  Hystaspes  ? 

Price*  In  Price's  Persepolis,  though  of  an  earlier  date  than 

the  discoveries  of  Grotefend,  there  is  more  information  on 
the  subject  of  the  cuneiform  inscriptions.  He  had  ob- 
served the  three  species  of  arrow-headed  character,  which 
he  says  are  adapted  to  three  distinct  languages  found  at 
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Persepolis,  and  most  places  where  the  arrow-headed  cha- 
racters are  met  with,  the  Apelcha  or  Pahlavi,  the  Apelef 
and  the  Apel  or  Babylonian.  The  inscriptions,  bearing 
record  of  the  same  events,  substantially  agree  with  each 
other,  but  differ  in  the  mode  of  expression.  He  also  telk 
us  that  '^  one  inscription  mentions  that  these  three  lan- 
guages were  the  three  vernacular  tongues  of  the  three 
different  countries  within  the  Persian  empire,  with  a 
statement  of  each  boundary."  This  agrees  with  the  in- 
formation given  in  Daniel  respecting  the  division  of 
Darius's  dominions.  Dan.  ti.  i,  2. 

Grotefend  says,  "  We  find  in  the  inscriptions  on  the 
bricks  in  the  walls  of  Babylon  similar  prayer  formularies^ 
as  in  the  Zend-books;  and  Heeren  observes,  that  the 
Babylonian  cylinders  and  gems  referring  to  the  religion 
of  Ormuzd  may  very  probably  refer  to  the  Persian  Heeran,  p.  191. 
period."  To  this  I  readily  assent,  for  I  have  already 
shewn  that  this  mode  of  worship  probably  originated  at 
Babylon,  in  the  reign  of  Nebuchadnezzar.  This  will  ac- 
count for  there  being  such  multitudes  of  these  gems, 
because  this  *'  Persian  period  "  was  not  when  Babylon 
was  plundered  by  Xerxes,  but  when  the  zeal  of  the  early 
convert  consecrated  the  wealth  of  his  mighty  monarchy 
to  the  faith  of  Zoroaster ;  for  to  Jemsheed,  according  to 
D'Herbelot,  the  introduction  of  signet  rings  is  attributed ;  Herbeiot. 
and  I  have  already  shewn  the  high  probability  of  the 
identity  of  Jemsheed  with  Nebuchadnezzar. 

Some  few  testimonies  from  history  may  be  mentioned  5.  Historical 

Testiinoiiy. 

in  corroboration  of  Nebuchadnezzar  having  been  a  Per- 
sian. Josephus  says  that  Diodes,  in  his  accounts  of 
Persia,  mentions  Nebuchadnezzar;  this,  it  may  be  said, 
proves  nothing  more  than  that  there  were  some  trans-  Jj"-^*-  ^'  *• 
actions  between  the  two  nations  at  that  time.  On  ano- 
ther occasion,  however,  Josephus  lets  out  more  distinctly 
who  Nebuchadnezzar  was :  he  quotes  Hecataeus  of  Ab- 
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Chaptkb  VII. 

Jo0.  con.  Apion, 
Mb.  L  9  22. 


S  Mac.  i.  19. 
Justin,  xxxri.  3. 


Abydenu. 


Poljhittor. 


Nebnchadneuar 

andCambyses 

Identified. 


1.  Tentimony. 


dera,  saying,  *'  The  Persians  formerly  carried  away  many 
ten  thousands  of  our  people  [Jews]  to  Babylon."  This 
accords  with  Cedrenus,  who  says  that  ''  the  Persian  do- 
minion endured  300  years,  of  which  seventy  were  of  the 
Jewish  captivity  :*'  the  seventy  years'  captivity,  therefore, 
were  during  the  Persian  dominion  ;  and  this  is,  I  suppose, 
what  is  to  be  understood  from  the  second  book  of  Mac- 
cabees, **  When  our  fathers  were  led  into  Persia."  And 
I  will  shortly  shew  that  the  saying  of  Justin  is  not  so 
much  out  of  the  way,  that  "  Xerxes  first  led  the  Jews 
captive." 

The  account  in  Abydenus  is  not  at  all  contrary  to  this. 
He  states  that  the  father  of  Nebuchadnezzar  was  a  ge- 
neral of  Saracus ;  but,  as  the  Kings  of  Nineveh  had  an 
army  from  difierent  provinces  every  year,  and  as  the 
ChaldsBans  were  mercenaries  in  his  army,  Busalasorus 
was  in  all  likelihood  a  hardy  mountaineer  from  the 
borders  of  Media,  disgusted  at  the  efieralnacy  of  the 
monarch  in  those  warmer  climes ;  and  his  connexion  by 
the  marriage  of  his  son  with  the  daughter  of  Astyages 
the  Median,  makes  this  probable.  Alexander  Polyhistor 
gives  the  same  account.  The  evidence  from  the  Persian 
historians  will  be  given  in  a  separate  chapter. 

I  here  close  the  evidence  for  Nebuchadnezzar's  being 
a  Persian;  but  all  the  proof  which  I  now  purpose  to 
advance  respecting  what  individual  Persian  he  was,  will, 
of  course,  go  to  establish  the  more  general  fact  that  he 
was  a  Persian. 

I  intend  now  to  urge  the  resemblance  between  Ne- 
buchadnezzar and  Cambyses ;  and,  as  this  supposition 
will  be  startling  to  many,  I  will  begin  by  giving  some 
direct  testimonies,  to  shew  that  formerly,  at  least,  it  was 
not  considered  so  strange. 

In  the  Alexandrian  Chronicle  it  is  said  that  Cambyses 
was  called  by  the  Hebrews  Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second, 
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under  whom  the  events  recorded  in  the  history  of  Judith 

occurred.    The  Oriental  Chronicle  also  says  that  Cam- 

hyses,  son  of  Cyrus,  is  Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second,  whom 

Ptolemy  mentions  in  the  Almagest.     Eusebius  says  that  Euseb.  chroo. 

some  historians   called   Cambyses   Nebuchadnezzar  the 

Second,  who  was  in  the  time  of  Holophernes  and  Judith. 

Suidas  cites  Africanus  as  saying  that  Nebuchodonosor,  ^^j^^^**** 

who    also  is  called  Cambyses,   was    killed    by  Judith. 

Syncellus  also  gives  this  as  the  testimony  of  Africanus, 

and  L.  Vives,  in  his  notes  on  Augustine's  City  of  God,  ^Xiib?l^mf  "^ 

tells  us,  "  Bede  saith  that  Cambyses,  son  of  the  elder  ^^'  ^^' 

Cyrus,  was  called  by  the  Jews  Nebuchodonosor  ;*'  and 

Hermannus  repeats  a  testimony  to  the  like  effect. 

It  will  be  well  to  see  what  support  for  this  view  may  Judith. 
be  derived  from  the  internal  evidence  of  the  book  of 
Judith ;  for  Arnold  says  that,  if  any  one  could  find  a  time 
to  suit  this  history,  no  one  would  then  doubt  of  its  au- 
thenticity :  there  is  then  no  ground  for  doubting  its  au- 
thenticity, but  its  unsuitableness  to  the  received  views.  I, 
however,  do  not  feel  inclined  to  doubt  its  veracity  on  that 
score  alone ;  on  the  contrary,  I  am  ready  to  receive  its 
testimony  in  support  of  three  points  unsuitable  to  the 
generally  received  notions  respecting  the  history  of  any 
time.  1.  It  relates  to  a  Persian  monarch.  2.  It  cor- 
responds with  the  times  of  Cambyses  in  Persian  history. 
3.  It  falls  in  with  the  times  of  Nebuchadnezzar  the 
Second  in  Jewish  history. 

In   evidence  that  it  relates  to  a  Persian  monarch.  Judith,  11.7; 

Herod.  It.  136. 

(1).  The  demand  for  earth  and  water  has  been  noticed. 
(2).  The  name  of  Holophernes  sounds  very  like  other 
Persian  proper  names,  such  as  Artaphemes,  Barza? 
phernes,  Intaphernes,  Megaphernes,  Tissaphernes.  (3). 
The  army  is  distinctly  said  to  have  been  composed  of 
Medes  and  Persians. 
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Chapteb  VII. 
Judith,  xvi.  10. 


Lib.  Tiii.  2. 


Neh.  zlL  10. 
Comp.  Hag.  i.  1, 
aiidNeh.iii.  1. 


Jndith,  T.  19. 
TiiLlS. 

iii.8. 


Ezra,  Ti.  22. 


PhUo. 


Cynu  and  Nebu- 
chadnezzar the 
First. 


"  The  Persians  quaked  at  her  boldness, 
And  the  Medes  were  daunted  at  her  hardiness." 

That  it  can  correspond  with  the  times  of  Cambyses, 
and  no  earlier  era^  appears  from  his  dominion  extend- 
ing, nominally  at  least,  over  Egypt.  In  the  apostolical 
constitutions,  it  is  said  that  Judith  was  under  Darius,  I 
shall  shew  subsequently  that  Darius  and  Nebuchadnezzar 
were  contemporaries  for  some  years ;  and  that  it  relates  to 
the  times  of  Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second,  and  not  earlier, 
appears  from  Joiakim,  mentioned  chap.  iv.  6,  being  the 
high-priest  who  succeeded  Joshua  and  preceded  Eliashib. 
Again,  they  were  newly  returned  from  the  Captivity,  and 
the  house  was  sanctified  after  the  temple  had  been  cast  to 
the  ground  and  been  desolate.  It  was  after  the  Captivity, 
because  all  idolatry  had  ceased. 

That  it  was  Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second  is  probable 
from  his  requiring  all  to  worship  him. 

The  nation,  it  may  be  objected,  is  called  Assur;  but, 
after  the  overthrow  of  Sardanapalus  by  his  own  general, 
that  designation  was  still  applied  to  the  possessor  of 
Nineveh,  as  we  know  it  was  still  later  to  the  King  of 
Babylon.  Yet  they  are  said  to  have  come  out  from  the 
mountains  of  the  north,  the  very  direction  whence  Nebu- 
chadnezzar came. 

The  extract  from  Philo  already  mentioned  throws 
much  light  upon  this  history;  this  I  must  examine  at 
length  hereafter,  I  have  said  enough  to  prove  that  the 
internal  evidence  from  the  book  of  Judith  supports  the 
testimony  of  Africanus,  the  Jews,  and  ancient  chronicles, 
respecting  Cambyses  and  Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second 
having  been  the  same  individual. 

But  are  we  to  understand  by  "  the  elder  Cyrus" 
(which  these  documents  mention)  the  Cyrus  of  Herodotus? 
and  was  he  the  Nebuchadnezzar  the  First,  which,  by  the 
mention  of  the  second  of  that  name,  is  implied? 


NEBUCHADNEZZAR.  129 

Berossos  tells  us,  that  Nebuchodonosor  ''so  far  com- 
pleted Babylon,  that  none  who  might  besiege  it  after- 
wards should  have  it  in  their  power  to  divert  the  river  so 
as  to  fecilitate  an  entrance  into  it."  Hence  Babylon  was 
taken,  in  the  manner  attributed  by  Herodotus  to  Cyrus, 
before  Nebuchadnezzar  rel&med.  And  Diodorus  Siculus  Berossos  in  Cory, 
informs  us  that  he  who  built  the  hanging  gardens  at 
Babylon  was  Cyrus ;  here,  it  is  true,  Diodorus  attributes 
to  Cyrus  a  work  which,  according  to  Berossus,  appears  to 
have  been  done  by  Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second ;  but  as 
the  son  did  it,  in  all  probability,  during  the  lifetime  of  his 
father,  this  is  not  an  unlikely  difference. 

Again,  Volney,  following  Freret,  quotes  from  Atheneus 
what  he  supposes  was  a  mistake  of  Amynthas,  who  men- 
tions the  taking  of  Nineveh  by  Cyrus.  Freret,  of  course, 
proposes  to  correct  the  text  which  Volney  takes  for 
granted  should  be  the  case,  so  they  read  Cyaxares.  I,  Freret,  voLm. 
however,  receive  the  testimony  of  Amynthas  as  we  find 
it,  which  seems  quite  worthy  of  credit,  for  he  speaks  as 
having  derived  the  information  on  the  spot.  ''  Amynthas 
reports,  that  one  might  see  before  the  walls  of  Nineveh  a 
rampart  of  earth  raised  by  Cyrus,  and  which  he  had 
taken  from  a  tumulus  he  had  levelled  when  he  besieged 
that  town." 

Moreover,  this  statement  of  Amynthas  receives  strong 
confirmation  from  other  historians.  Nineveh  was  over- 
thrown by  the  combined  forces  of  the  Medes  and  Chal- 
dseans,  headed  by  Nebuchodonosor  and  Assuerus.    But  the  Alexander  Poiy- 

,  ,        ^~  TT  1  n     l"8tor  in  Cory, 

taking:  of  Nineveh  was  by  Cyaxares,  as  Herodotus  calls  p- 59. 

O  J        J  ^  Abydenus,  p.  63. 

him  ;  he  does  not  expressly  state,  but  he  implies  that  the  Tobit,xiv.  u. 
Babylonians  also  took  a  share.     The  name  of  the  Baby-  Herod,  i.  loe. 
Ionian  commander  is  not  mentioned,  but  we  can  discover 
it  by  comparing  Herodotus  with  Strabo;  for,  before  the 
taking  of  Nineveh,  the  Scythians  were  massacred  in  their 
drunken  revelry ;  and,in  the  passage  which  we  have  already  Ditto. 

K 
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CHAPTBtt  VII.  quoted  from  Strabo,  we  find  that  the  SacsB  were  cut  ofi* 
p/78o?or  p.M2.  by  Cyrus,  and  the  feast  of  the  Sacea  was  established  to 
commemorate  their  being  destroyed  in  a  nightly  debauch. 
Here,  then,  I  think  we  have  a  strong  combination  of 
evidence  from  Diodorus,  Amynthas,  and  Strabo,  in  favour 
of  the  elder  Nebuchadnezzar  having  been  Cyrus ;  and  we 
have  still  stronger  evidence  from  the  ancient  Jewish 
writers,  Africanus,  and  the  old  chronicles,  as  to  the  second 
Nebuchadnezzar  having  been  Cambyses. 

Out  of  Hales  I  get  another  testimony  to  the  identity 
of  Cambyses  with  Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second :  he  says, 
"  The  Persian  writers  confound  this  Persian  invasion  [of 
Syria  and  Palestine]  with  the  earlier  Babylonian  of  Nebu- 
chadnezzar." Upon  this  assertion  I  would  remark,  how 
absurd  it  would  appear  if  the  English  historians  were  to 
confound  the  conquests  of  Clive  in  India  with  the  expe- 
dition of  Vasqo  de  Gama ;  but  not  more  so  than  what 
Hales  here  asserts.  He  continues :  "  Kondemer  held 
[Nebuchadnezzar]  to  be  Gudarz,  others  reckon  Gudarz  to 
be  Kuresh  or  Cyrus,  as  the  Tarik  Montekheb  and  Leb- 
Haies,  vol.  iv.      tank."     Now  Gudarz  was   father  to  Bakhtnasar*  who 

p.  120. 

Merkhond,p.264.  destroyed  the  temple  at  Jerusalem,  therefore  the  father  of 
Balktnasar  was  Cyrus,  and  the  opinion  of  Kondemer  is 
reconciled  with  other  Persian  historians. 

3.  Geographical  Having  shcwn  that  the  identity  of  Cambyses  with 
Nebuchadnezzar  is  neither  a  novel  nor  singular  opinion,  I 

*  Bosenmiiller  mentions  that  the  Arabs  call  Nebuchadnezzar 
Bochtonassar.  Femzahadi  gives  the  following  peculiar  exposition  of 
this  name,  which  is  plainly  a  corruption  of  Nebuchadnezzar :  "  Bochta- 
Nassara;  the  first  word  is  properly  Bacht,  and  signifies  'son,*  and 
Nassar  is  the  name  of  an  idol,  beside  which  he  was  found,  and  as  his 
father  was  unknown,  he  was  named  after  the  idol;  he  destroyed 
Jerusalem."  This  is  another  version  of  the  fable  of  Herodotus  re- 
garding Cyrus;  it  refers,  I  apprehend,  not  to  Nebuchadnezzar  the 
Second,  whose  father  was  well  known,  but  to  Busalossorus  the  father, 
who  sent  his  son  to  destroy  Jerusalem. 
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shall  proceed  to  urge  its  probability,  first  making  a  few- 
observations  upon  the  place  whence  Cyrus  and  Cambyses 
came,  shewing  that  it  corresponds  with  the  original  site 
of  the  Chaldseans. 

Cyrus  was  brought  up  at  the  foot  of  a  mountain  on  Herod,  i.  no. 
the  north  of  Ecbatana  towards  the  Euxine  sea,  the  part 
of  Media  which  borders  upon  the  Saspires.     The  Saspires 
were  situated  west  of  the  Caspii,  south-east  of  the  Col- 
chians,  north-west  of  Matiana,  and  south  of  the  Alarodii, 
from  whom  they  were  probably  separated  by  the  Cyrus 
or  Kur.     This  agrees  with  the  supposition  that  Cyrus  was  ^^ij^'&i^*®^ 
designated  after  the  river  of  that  name  near  to  which  he  L*viJI!;  notes  to 
was  brought  up.  X!^'^. 

But  it  will  be  objected,  that  Cyrus  was  not  reared  at 
the  place  whence  the  insurrection  arose ;  but  I  do  not 
think  that  they  could  have  been  distantly  separated.  The 
Herdsman  speaks  of  the  father  and  grandfather  of  Cyrus  Herod.  1.111.  . 
in  a  manner  which  shews  that  they  were  familiar  to  him  ; 
but  how  could  the  herdsman  of  Astyages  know  of  the 
heads  of  a  tribe  of  half-naked  savages,  unless  he  was  near 
to  their  abode  ?  But  we  need  not  conjecture,  when  we 
have  more  direct  proof.  Clearly  from  the  manner  in 
which  the  insurrection  was  concocted,  the  tribes  engaged 
in  it  could  not  have  been  far  distant  from  each  other. 
The  situation,  therefore,  of  one  being  known,  the  locality 
of  all  will  be  approximated.  Now  the  Mardians,  who  Herod,  iii.  94. 
formed  part  of  the  nineteenth  satrapy,  were  one  of  the  Herod.  1. 126. 
insurgent  tribes.  "  The  nineteenth  satrapy  must  have 
extended  along  the  south-east  coast  of  the  Euxine,  and 
was  confined  on  the  inland  or  southern  side  by  the  lofty 
chain  of  the  Armenian  mountains :  on  the  east  it  was 
bounded  by  the  heads  of  the  Phasis  and  Cyrus,  and  on 
the  west  by  the  Thermedon."  This,  it  will  be  observed,  Rennei. 
is  very  near  the  seat  of  the  Chaldseans. 

The  other  tribes  who  participated  in  the  revolt,  as 
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Herod,  iii.  97. 


Chapter  VII.  beiDg  Persians,  were  freed  from  taxes,  and  not  enumerated 
Herod,  iii.  97.  by  Herodotus.  But  we  get  the  border  of  their  country 
by  the  mention  of  the  Colchians,  who  numbered  them- 
selves amongst  those  who  gave  presents,  with  the  nations 
which  lie  between  their  country  and  Mount  Caucasus,  for 
"  so  far  the  Persian  dominion  extends."  The  original 
dominions  of  the  Persians  were,  therefore,  to  the  north  of 
Media,  and  the  very  country  of  the  Chaldseans. 

But  the  Pasargades*  were  the  principal  tribe,  among 
whom  the  family  of  Cyrus  was  to  be  found ;  and  all  geo- 
graphers have  looked  for  Pasargarda  either  at  or  near  Per- 
sepolis.  But,  instead  of  disputing  as  to  whether  it  be  or  be 
not  the  same  as  Estakar,f  I  observe  that  the  city  was  built 
to  commemorate  the  last  victory  of  Cyrus  over  Astyages, 
and  in  the  place  where  the  battle  was  fought;  it,  therefore, 
proves  nothing  as  to  the  original  site  of  the  tribe  of  that 
name.  But,  according  to  the  description  of  Sandanes, 
the  Persians  could  not  have  emerged  from  the  plains  of 
Persepolis;  theirs  was  a  country  in  which  neither  wine 
nor  figs  were  produced. 

The  ancient  Persian  deities  seem  to  have  been  wor- 
shipped in  the  north  of  Asia  Minor,  in  the  country  of  the 
Chaldsei.  . 

In  the  Temple  of  Anaitis,  at  Zele,  all  the  inhabitants 
of  the  Pontus  were  in  the  habit  of  making  their  oaths 
when  on  affairs  of  great  importance.  "  Anciently,"  says 
Strabo,  "  the  kings  treated  this  city  as  a  temple  conse- 


Herod.  i.  71. 


Strabo,  zii. 


*  "  It  is  not  to  be  doubted,"  says  Herbelot,  "that  the  word  Pasar- 
gardes,  which  signifies  Son  of  the  House,  or  Prince  of  the  blood-royal 
of  Persia,  is  the  same  as  Pessergheda  corrupted  by  the  Greeks." — 
Herbelot,  vol.  iv.  p.  551.  Bryant  makes  the  Achaemenes,  the  solar 
race,  as  descended  from  Cham,  looked  upon  as  the  sun.  "  Hence," 
says  he,  "  Lutatius  Placidus,  in  his  Scholia  upon  Statius,  interprets  the 
word  Achsemenidse  by  Solis  Cidtores'* — Bryant,  vol.  i.  p.  105.    8vo. 

t  Anaximenes,  whom  Rosenmiiller  confirms,  says  the  meaning  of 
the  word  is  the  Camp  of  the  Persians. 
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crated  to  the  Persian  gods^  and  governed  entirely  by  the 
high-priest." 

Strabo  also  mentions  the  Temple  of  Ma,  in  Comana, 
which,  according  to  M.  Coray,  means,  in  the  Persian 
language,  the  Moon.  This  temple  was  dedicated  to  the 
service  of  Bellona.  Now  Plutarch  tells  us,  that  the 
temple  in  which  Artaxerxes  was  consecrated  was  dedicated 
to  the  goddess  of  war.  A  custom  derived,  apparently,  from 
the  worship  of  this  neighbourhood. 

Is  it  not  highly  probable  that  the  Magi  and  Chal-  gjJ'^J  ®^^,i  ^ 
daeans  were  the  same  ?     Nebuchadnezzar,  we  know,  had  &<^{^uuer, 
a  chief  Magus  in  his  train.    In  connexion  with  this,  1  will  <^*»- ^***- "*»^  ^• 
add  an  acute  remark  from  Volney :  "  The  Bour  Dehesch  BourDehe»ch, 

J  ch.  XXV.  p.  400. 

[one  of  Zoroaster's  books]  says,  '  the  longest  day  of  sum- 
mer is  equal  to  the  two  shortest  days  of  winter,  and  the 
longest  winter's  night  is  equal  to  the  two  shortest  nights 
in  summer.'  Such  a  state  of  things,"  says  Volney,  "  can 
only  take  place  in  latitude  49^  20^,  where  the  longest 
day  is  16*»  10™,  and  the  shortest  8''  5™.  This  latitude  is 
about  twelve  degrees  north  of  the  towns  of  Balkh  and 
Ourmia,  assigned  by  history  to  the  theatre  of  Zoroaster's 
actions."     It,  in  fact,  brings  us  to  the  latitude  of  the  voiney.  New 

T»      1  Researches. 

source  of  the  Cyrus.     Professor  Rask  observes,  that  '^an  Raskonthezend 

language. 

Iranian  tribe,  living:  on  the  summit  of  Caucasus,  and  sup-  TranBactions  of 

'  o  '  '^     the  Asiatic  80- 

posed  by  M.  Klaproth,  from  historical  probability,  to  be  <^®*yj^*>^- ^* 
an  ancient  Median  colony,  has  some  peculiar  words  and 
forms  agreeing  with  the  Zend,  though  differing  from  all 
other  Iranian  dialects." 

The  Persian  writers  say  that  the  first  fire-temple  was 
in  the  mountains  of  Ajerbijan,  which  lay  between  Upper  universal  Hist. 

vol.  V.  p>  371. 

Armenia  and  the  Caspian  Sea.     All  this  seems  to  point,  ^®5J*^^2J;5^ 
more  or  less  directly,  to  the  Caucasus  as  the  original  land 
of  the  Persians. 

Another  argument  may  be  urged  from  the  march  of  Marohofcrasus. 
Croesus.     Herodotus  tells  us  that  he  advanced  towards  Herod,  i.  76, 87. 
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chapteb  vir.  the  territories  of  the  Persians,  and  came  to  the  Halys, 
which  he  crossed ;  he  could  not,  therefore,  have  gone 
south;  but,  on  the  contrary,  Pteria,  where  the  battle 
between  Croesus  and  Cyrus  was  fought,  was  near  the 
Euxine  Sea  :  he,  therefore,  marched  in  a  direction  north- 
east from  Sardis,  to  reach  the  territories  of  Cyrus,  and 
that,  as  we  shall  learn  presently,  in  the  commencement 
of  the  reign  of  Cyrus.  Croesus,  after  the  engagement, 
retreats  to  Sardis,  and  seeks  succours  from  Egypt,  Ba- 
bylon, and  Sparta,  that  is,  from  the  south,  south-east,  and 
west,  shewing  that  the  danger  threatened  from  the  north- 
east.  Could  it  be  supposed,  if  Babylon  lay  exactly  be- 
tween Croesus  and  Cyrus,  as,  according  to  the  common 
view,  would  have  been  the  case,  that  Croesus  would  have 
expected  the  Babylonians  to  fall  back  upon  Sardis,  and 
leave  their  own  country  exposed  to  the  enemy?  And  if 
Cyrus  conquered  Astyages  on  the  borders  of  the  river 
which  watered  Persepolis,  how  could  his  armies  have 
advanced,  leaving  the  formidable  city  of  Babylon  in  his 
rear,  to  meet  Croesus  in  Cappadocia  ? 

I  think  now  I  may  conclude  that  the  Chaldaeans  came 
from  the  same  country  as  Cyrus,  which  country  was  the 
mountainous  district,  whence  the  river  of  that  name  takes 
its  source. 

Having  proved  the  identity  of  name,  language,  and 
locality,  I  will  proceed  to  prove  the  similarity  of  circum- 
stance, for,  according  to  the  Universal  History,  as  quoted 
before,  we  ought  chiefly  to  rely  upon  the  evidence  of  facts 
and  historical  synchronisms. 

The  inspired  writings,  Berossus,  and  the  Persian  his- 
torians, mention  the  conquest  of  Egypt  by  Nebuchad- 
nezzar. '*  Syncellus  [also]  says,  the  ancient  Phoenician 
histories  related  that  Nebuchadnezzar  conquered  Syria 
and  Egypt,  and  all  Phoenicia."  But,  as  far  as  I  know, 
these  authorities  are  silent  respecting  the  conquest  of 
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E^pt  by  Cambyses.  On  the  other  hand,  Herodotus, 
Diodorus  Siculus,  Strabo,  the  Egyptian  dynasties,  men- 
tion the  conquest  of  Egypt  by  Cambyses,  but  do  not 
record  the  victories  of  Nebuchadnezzar.  This,  surely,  is 
so  strange^  that  it  ought  to  be  accounted  for.  It  is  said 
that,  with  respect  to  Nebuchadnezzar,  the  Egyptian  priests 
concealed  the  disgrace  of  their  country ;  but  this  reason 
does  not  appear  either  sufficient  or  correct.  Not  suf- 
ficient, because  why  are  the  shepherd  kings  mentioned, 
those  who  were  such  an  abomination  to  the  Egyptians? 
And,  in  like  manner,  why  are  not  the  Ethiopians  sup- 
pressed? Again,  I  say  this  reason  cannot  be  correct, 
because  in  the  hieroglyphics  Amosis  is  styled  Melek^  a 
title  which,  according  to  Wilkinson,  was  given  to  inferior 
or  tributary  kings.  So  they  were  not  ashamed  to  ac- 
knowledge his  subject  condition ;  and  to  whom  could  he 
have  been  tributary,  if  not  to  Nebuchadnezzar  ? 

But  I  ask,  Why  are  the  Persian  historians  so  over- 
modest? —  a  fault  not  commonly  attributed  to  them. 
Why  do  not  they  recount  the  conquest  of  Egypt  by 
Cambyses  ? 

Some,  however,  suppose  that  Nebuchadnezzar  did  not  Jeremiah 

*'  examined. 

make  a  conquest  of  Egypt ;  but,  to  salve  the  Scripture, 
they  will  admit  that  Pharaoh  became  tributary.  This 
does  not  accord  with  the  inspired  volume.  '^  Then  came 
the  word  of  the  Lord  unto  Jeremiah  in  Tahpanhes,  saying, 
^  Take  great  stones  in  thine  hand,  and  hide  them  in  the 
clay  in  the  brick-kiln,  which  [is]  at  the  entry  of  Pharaoh's 
house  in  Tahpanhes,  in  the  sight  of  the  men  of  Judah  ; 
and  say  unto  them.  Thus  saith  the  Lord  of  Hosts,  the  God 
of  Israel:  Behold,  I  will  send  and  take  Nebuchadrezzar 
the  king  of  Babylon,  my  servant,  and  will  set  his  throne 
upon  these  stones  that  I  have  hid ;  and  he  shall  spread 
his  royal  pavilion  over  them.  And  when  he  cometh,  he 
shall  smite  the  land  of  Egypt  [and  deliver]  such  [as  are] 
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chapteb  VII.  for  death  to  death ;  and  such  [as  are]  for  captivity  to 
captivity ;  and  such  [as  are]  for  the  sword  to  the  sword. 
And  I  will  kindle  a  fire  in  the  houses  of  the  gods  of 
Egypt;  and  he  shall  burn  them,  and  carry  them  away 
captives;  and  he  shall  array  himself  with  the  land  of 
Egypt^  as  a  shepherd  putteth  on  his  garment ;  and  he 
shall  go  forth  from  thence  in  peace.  He  shall  break  also 
the  images  of  Beth-shemesh  that  [is]  in  the  land  of  Egypt; 
and  the  houses  of  the  gods  of  the  Egyptians  shall  he  burn 
with  fire." 

Here  the  language  is  as  full  as  possible,  precluding  all 
idea  of  Pharaoh  becoming  only  tributary ;  indeed,  it  cor- 
responds exactly  with  the  account  given  by  Herodotus  of 
the  conquest  by  Cambyses. 

First,  with  regard  to  the  place,  the  Tahpanhes  of  the 
prophet,  or  Taphnis,  is  Daphnae  Pelusiae,  a  military  post, 
sixteen  miles  from  Pelusium  South.  Answerable  to  this, 
Herodotus  tells  us  that  Psammeticus  pitched  his  camp 
near  the  mouth  of  the  Nile,  called  the  Pelusiae,  and 
awaited  the  coming  of  Cambyses.  The  inveteracy  of  the 
Greek  mercenaries  in  the  Egyptian  army  is  noted  by  the 
same  historian ;  they  slew  the  sons  of  Thanes  in  the 
sight  of  their  father,  and  having  drank  of  their  blood, 
rushed  to  the  deadly  conflict.  ''  Great  numbers  fell  on 
both  sides ;  but  the  Egyptians  were  put  to  flight."  The 
Scripture,  when  speaking  of  the  conquest  by  Nebuchad- 
rezzar, alludes  very  significantly  to  this.  "  Also  her 
hired  men  [are]  in  the  midst  of  her  like  fatted  bullocks : 
for  they  also  are  turned  hack  [and]  are  fled  away  to- 
gether." Herodotus  continues :  *'  The  Egyptians  routed 
in  battle  fled  in  great  confusion,  and  shut  themselves  in 
Memphis."  Jeremiah  had  said,  '^  Declare  ye  in  Egypt, 
and  publish  in  Migdol,  and  publish  in  Noph  and  in 
Tahpanhes ;  say  ye,  Stand  fast  and  prepare  thee,  for  the 
Jer.  ziTi.  14.       sword  shall  devour  round  about  thee."    Tahpanhes  has 
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been  mentioned  already.  Migdol  is  probably  the  same 
as  Magdalum,  which  the  Itinerary  of  Antoninus  places 
about  twelve  miles  from  Pelusium^  and  Noph  is  Moph,  or  caimet. 
Memphis,  the  city  in  which  the  ox  Apis  was  fed.  How 
exactly,  then,  the  sword  devoured  round  about  these 
places! 

But,  besides  the  sword  of  battle,  there  was  to  be  a 
subsequent  distribution   of  some  to  death  and  some  to  Jer.  zuil  n. 
captivity;  those  for  captivity  were  to  be  the  daughters  of Ezek. xxz. io,i8. 
Egypt.      "  After    the    capture    of  Memphis,   Cambyses 
dressed  the  king's  daughter  in  the  garb  of  a  slave,  and 
sent  her  down   to  the  river  with  a  pitcher.     She  was 
accompanied  by  other  young  maidens,  whom  Cambyses 
selected   from   the   first  families^   all   clad  in   the   same 
manner  as  the  king's  daughter."     ^'  Such  as  were  for 
captivity  to  captivity.*'     Then  the  king's  son  and  2000  Herod,  ui.  14. 
Egyptians  passed  in  procession,  with  halters  round  their 
necks.     In  this  manner  they  were  conducted  to  death. 
Afterwards  all  the  magistrates  of  Memphis  were  slain.  Herod.  111.37. 
"  Such  as  were  for  the  sword  to  the  sword."    The  Lord 
said,  moreover,  that  Pharaoh  and  Egypt  with  their  gods  jer.  zivi.  26. 
should  be  punished.     So  Cambyses  slew  Apis  with  his 
own  hand,  sayings  ^' A  God  this,  worthy  indeed  of  the  Herod.  111.29. 
Egyptians!"    The  prophet  adds,  "And  I  will  kindle  a 
fire  in  the  houses  of  the  gods  of  Egypt,  and  he  shall  burn 
them."     "  Cambyses  entered  the  temple  of  Vulcan  and 
derided  the  image  of  the  God  .  •  •  •  He  likewise  went  into 
the  temple    of  the   Cabiri,  which  no  man,  except  the 
priest,  may  presume  to  enter ;  and  after  he  had  ridiculed 
the  form  of  their  images,  ordered  them  to  be  thrown  into 
the  fire."     "Cambyses  burnt   the   temples   of  Egypt."  Herod,  m.  37. 

o./!^        Diodoru»Slc.i.4. 

Jeremiah  continues :  "  And  he  shall  array  himself  with 
the  land  of  Egypt,  as  a  shepherd  putteth  on  his  garment ; 
and  he  shall  go  forth  from  thence  in  peace:  he  shall 
break  also  the  images  of  Beth-shemesh  (or  the  house  of 
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chapteb  VII.  the  3un,  margin),  that  is  in  the  land  of  Egypt."  Diodorus 
*  *  Sieulus  tells  us  that  Busiris  built  that  great  city,  which 
the  Egyptians  call  Heliopolis,  the  Greeks,  Thebes.  It 
was  called  Heliopolis,  or  the  city  of  the  sun,  by  reason  of 
a  temple  dedicated  to  the  sun."  •'  The  ornaments  of  this 
temple  were  suitable  to  its  magnificence  . .  • .  but  were 
carried  away  by  the  Persians  when  Cambyses  burnt  the 
temples  of  Egypt  ....  the  riches  of  Egypt  were  then  so 
great   that,    from   the   rubbish  and  cinders,    there  were 

wodL8ic.ub.i.   gathered  above  300  talents  of  gold  and  2300  of  silver." 

It  is  evident,  then,  that  we  have  very  minutely  pre- 
dicted by  Jeremiah  that  which  confessedly  was  fulfilled. 
This  stamps  the  prophecy  with  the  prescience  of  Deity. 
The  holy  seer,  however,  not  only  declared  that  these 
things  should  be  done,  but  he  expressly  said  that  they 
should  be  accomplished  by  Nebuchadnezzar;  yet  that 
which  was  predicted  of  Nebuchadnezzar  was,  according  to 
Herodotus,  performed  by  Cambyses.  Are  we  not  here 
also  to  admit  the  same  Divine  prescience  ?  and  if  so, 
Scripture  verily  requires  that  the  Nebuchadnezzar  of  Je- 
remiah and  the  Cambyses  of  Herodotus  be  the  same 
individual. 

But  suppose  some,  resorting  to  the  subterfuge  of  Por- 
phery  and  Volney,  should  afiGirm  that  the  prophecy  was 
written  after  the  fulfilment;  then  must  they  make  Je- 
remiah a  very  clumsy  impostor,  in  professing  to  foretell 
that  the  feats  of  Cambyses  should  be  performed  by  ano- 
ther king  of  another  nation  nearly  a  century  before  Cam- 
byses reigned.  But  even  this  would  concede  the  very 
point  for  which  I  argue ;  viz.  that  Jeremiah  did  not  pro- 
phesy a  century  before,  but  must  have  been  contemporary 
with  Cambyses.  I  protest  I  do  not  see  how  this  dilemma 
can  be  avoided. 

Babylon  taken.  I  must  remind  my  reader  of  another  historical  fact, 

which  I  have  already  mentioned  out  of  Berossus.     Ne- 
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buchadnezzar  •*  so  far  completed  Babylon,  that  none  who 
might  besiege  it  afterwards  should  have  it  in  their  power 
to  divert  the  river,  so  as  to  facilitate  an  entrance  into  it." 
Hence  either  Berossus  is  guilty  of  a  gross  anachronism^  or 
else  Babylon  had  been  taken  before  the  reign  of  Nebu- 
chadnezzar, in  the  manner  which  Herodotus  attributes  to 
Cyrus.  If,  then,  Cyrus  reigned  at  Babylon  before  Nebu- 
chadnezzar the  Second,  who  could  the  latter  monarch  be 
but  Cambyses  ? 

In  order  to  shew  the  similarity  of  character  to  that  4.  simiurity  of 

'^  character. 

of  Cambyses,  I  will  notice  the  conduct  of  Nebuchadnezzar 
in  seeking  the  interpretation  of  his  dream.  Our  trans- 
lation seems  hardly  to  have  caught  the  spirit  and  meaning 
of  the  passage :  it  implies  that  the  king  had  forgotten  his  Dan.  u.  s-s. 
vision,  though  the  whole  passage  leads  us  to  suppose  that 
it  had  so  deeply  impressed  him,  that  he  was  exceedingly 
anxious  to  have  it  interpreted;  hence  Hales  adopts  the 
rendering  of  the  Septuagint  and  Arabic.  '*  The  decree 
has  gone  forth  from  me,"  viz.  as  follows :  ''  If  ye  will  not 
make  known  unto  me  the  dream,  with  the  interpretation 
thereof,  ye  shall  be  cut  in  pieces."  So  the  Syriac  ver- 
sion. ••  The  decree  which  I  have  pronounced  is  certain ;" 
or,  as  Wintle  has  it,  '•  The  word  is  most  sure  which  I 
say."  Gill  also  inclines  the  same  way,  quoting  Saadiah 
and  Aben  Ezra  in  support  of  this  being  the  force  of  the 
Hebrew.  The  thing  had  not  passed  quickly  from  the 
monarch's  memory ;  but,  in  his  wrath,  he  had  hastily 
uttered  the  decree;  and  it  is  of  this  impetuosity  which 
Daniel  complains.  The  king  withheld  the  dream  inver.  15. 
order  to  test  the  astrologers,  whether  they  had  "  prepared 
lying  words,"  or  whether  they  had  that  supernatural 
knowledge  to  which  they  pretended.  If  they  could  shew 
"the  dream  with  its  interpretation,"  then  they  would  ver.  5, 6. 
prove  their  acquaintance  with  the  divine  mind  and 
purposes. 
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Chaptcb  YII. 


Taking  the  passage,  however,  either  way,  we  evidently 
perceive  in  this  imperious  decree  much  of  his  personal 
character  of  sudden  passion  and  cruelty ;  next  we  have 
Dan. iii.  18,19.  '«  his  rage  and  fury;"  and  lastly,  his  actual  madness,  all 
corresponding  with  the  character  of  Cambyses,  as  given 
by  Herodotus. 

I  will  next  shew  a  strange  similarity  in  the  pedigree, 
though  the  proper  examination  of  this  head  belongs  to  a 
subsequent  chapter : — 


Heiod.  iii.  30. 

5.  SimilAr 
pedigree. 


•Herod.  LIU. 


Herodotus. 


PolytaiBtor. 


CtedM. 


Herodotus, 
Cyaxares. 

J  1 

Mandane  m.  Cambyses. 
Cyrus  the  Great. 
Cambyses. 


Ctesias, 

Am3rtis  m.  Cyrus  the  Great. 
Cambyses. 


Xenophon, 


Astyages. 

, — ' — > 

Cyaxares.        Mandane  m.  Cambyses. 

I  I 

Daughter  . .  wi.  . .  Cyrus  the  Great. 


Cambyses. 


Alexander  Polyhistor. 

Astyages.        Nabopolassar. 
Amuitis  m.  Nebuchadnezzar. 


Thus,  according  to  Herodotus,  a  Cambyses,  son  of  a 
Cyrus,  married  a  daughter  of  Astyages. 

According  to  Alexander  Polyhistor,  Nebuchadnezzar, 
son  of  Nabopolassar,  married  a  daughter  of  Astyages. 
But,  although  there  is  this  similarity,  there  is  a  difference 
in  the  name  of  the  daughter  of  Astyages,  and  there  is  a 
difference  of  two  generations  in  the  Persian  said  to  have 
married  her.  But  Herodotus,  I  do  not  hesitate  to  say,  is 
probably  incorrect;  for  Cyrus  the  Great  was  Cyrus  the 
First,  because  he  took  his  name  from  the  river  near 
which  he  overthrew  the  Mede. 

Ctesias  says  Amytis,  the  daughter  of  Astyages,  mar- 
ried Cyrus :  he  agrees  with  Polyhistor  in  her  name^  and 
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differs  one  generation  from  Herodotus,  as  I  think  he 
always  does. 

Xenophon  apparently  tries  to  reconcile  Ctesias  with  xenophon. 
Herodotus,  by  saying  that  Cyrus  married  his  mother's 
sister,  which  would  be  a  daughter  of  Astyages.  The 
attempt  to  reconcile  these  belongs  to  the  conjectural  his- 
tory. We  here  have  not  Scripture  for  our  guide,  and  per- 
plexity is  the  consequence;  but  these  statements  so  far 
agree  and  so  far  differ,  that  they  seem  to  be  hovering 
round  the  one  truth  which,  throughout  this  chapter,  I 
have  attempted  to  prove,  namely,  that  the  second  Ne- 
buchadnezzar is  the  same  individual  as  the  Cambyses  of 
Herodotus. 

The  evidence  is  deduced  from  direct  testimony,  from  Becapttaution. 
geographical  position,  from  similarity  in  language  and 
religion,  in  manners  and  customs,  in  personal  character 
and  alliances ;  from  Babylonian  bricks  and  cylinders ;  as 
also  from  historical  synchronisms  and  identity  of  actions. 
And  when  we  consider  how  little  testimony  could  be 
expected  upon  such  a  point,  I  think  the  evidence  must  be 
admitted  to  be  very  satisfactory.  Still  it  has  not  its  full 
weight,  if  estimated  as  an  isolated  fact ;  it  should  be  con- 
sidered in  its  harmony  with  the  previous  exposition  of  the 
scriptural  history  of  the  Persian  kings. 

The  dissimilarity  between  the  names  Nebuchadnezzar 
and  Cambyses  may  be  considered  a  difficulty.  I  reply  in 
the  language  of  Sir  William  Jones,  who  says,  "  We  must 
remember  that  the  Asiatic  princes  had  several  different 
names  or  titles,  which  circumstance  has  been  a  source  of 
ffreat  confusion  in  our  histories  of  the  East."     **  Nothine  Jone?,  works, 

f  ®  vol.  xii.  p.  409. 

is  more  common  among  the  people  of  the  East  (espe- 
cially the  Arabs  and  Persians)  than  to  express  any  pe- 
culiar trait  of  character  by  the  imposition  of  a  surname, 
by  which  the  individual  becomes  better  known  than  by  Si?®?P^?^», 

•^  ^  Bib.  Geo.  ch.  ix 

his  original  name."  "°*®^®- 
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Bryant,  toI.  i. 
p.  210,  8to. 


"  It  is  hardly  necessary  to  observe  that  the  Arabic 
nomenclature  of  persons  is  composed  —  first,  of  the  sur- 
name, as  Abu  Bakr  (the  father  of  Bakr);  then  of  the 
real  name,  as  Ahmad ;  next  of  the  patronymic,  as  Ibn 
Jarir  (the  son  of  Jarir) ;  and  then  the  ethnic  name,  as 
Al-Azdi  (belonging  to  the  tribe  of  Azd),  Al-Misri  (native 
of  Misr,  or  Egypt),  &c.,  to  which  must  be  added  nick- 
names derived  from  some  particular  circumstance." — (Ibn 
Khallikan's  Bibliographical  Dictionary :  Introduction^ 
p.  xxxix.) 

Again,  in  the  transmission  of  Eastern  names  by 
Grecian  historians,  they  got  much  changed ;  the  Greeks 
*'  were  misled  by  the  too  great  delicacy  of  their  ear,  and 
could  not  bear  any  term  which  appeared  unto  them 
barbarous  or  uncouth ;  on  this  account  they  either  re- 
jected foreign  appellations,  or  so  modelled  and  changed 
them  that  they  became,  in  sound  and  meaning,  essentially 
different/'  Nebuchadnezzar,  therefore,  might  very  well 
have  had  two  names ;  and  the  one  intended  to  have  been 
expressed  by  Herodotus  might  have  been  very  different 
from  Cambyses  in  the  Persian. 

Again,  it  has  been  objected,  "  If  Nebuchadnezzar  was 
a  Persian  monarch,  how  could  the  prophecy  of  Jer.  1.,  li. 
be  explained;  where  always  the  Chaldaeans  are  called 
the  oppressors  of  the  people  of  God,  and  the  Medo- 
Persians  their  victors  and  the  liberators  of  Israel  ?"  I  will 
reply  very  concisely.  1.  The  term  ''Persian  monarch" 
is  ambiguous,  which  proceeds  from  Herodotus  having 
confounded  different  tribes  and  races  under  one  common 
designation.  Scripture  is  more  exact,  and  distinguishes 
between  the  Persians,  the  Elamites,  and  the  Chaldaeans. 
Nebuchadnezzar  was  a  Chaldaean  and  monarch  of  Ba- 
bylonia, and  was  the  same  individual  as  Herodotus  im- 
properly, if  taken  in  its  limited  sense,  calls  Persian  ;  and 
his  monarchy   ought   to   be   called   the   Chaldaean    mo- 
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narchy,  though  he  reigned  over  that  country  which  has 
now  the  general  name  of  Persia :  but,  2.  There  is 
nothing  said  of  Persia  being  the  victorious  nation,  only 
Media  is  mentioned.  Now  we  know  that  there  was  great  Jer.u.  11,28. 
bitterness  between  Cambyses  and  the  Medes ;  so  the 
prophecy  is  suitable  enough. 

I  must,  however,  subsequently,  enter  more  largely  into 
the  examination  of  the  prophecies  respecting  Babylon. 
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Chapot  vn.  To  complete  the  scriptural  evidence  for  the  time  of  the 

Captivity,  I  will  take  the  genealogy  of  our  Lord ;  enough  in 
itself  to  shake  the  view  at  present  adopted. 

There  were  fourteen  generations  from  David  to  the  Cap- 
tivity, and  again  there  were  fourteen  generations  from  the 
Captivity  to  the  birth  of  the  Messiah.  I  do  not  know  why  St. 
Matthew  limited  the  number  of  generations  between  David  and 
the  Captivity  to  fourteen,  unless  the  Evangelist  intended  that 
the  period  comprised  between  each  of  these  two  divisions  ave- 
raged a  length  of  fourteen  generations,  because  there  were  in 
reality  seventeen  generations  from  Solomon  to  the  sons  of 
Josiah  inclusive.  If  we  take  it  in  this  sense,  of  course  the 
Evangelist  intended  us  to  understand  that  there  was  an  equal 
space  of  time  in  the  two  divisions  between  David  and  the  Cap- 
tivity, and  between  the  Captivity  and  the  Messiah.  But  whether 
the  inspired  historian  intended  this  information  or  not,  we  know 
that  if  we  strike  the  average  of  a  number  of  generations  it  will 
be  very  nearly  the  same. 

From  the  birth  of  Salathiel  to  the  birth  of  the  Messiah  were 
fourteen  generations.  Salathiel  was  not  born  until  after  his 
father  was  released  from  prison ;  and,  therefore,  not  before  the 
thirty-eighth  of  the  Captivity,  or  about  forty  years  before  the 
first  of  Darius  Nothus,  when  I  suppose  the  desolations  ter- 
minated :  this  gives  464  years  for  these  fourteen  generations,  or 
an  average  of  thirty-three  years  to  a  generation  ;  but  I  shall 
shew  that  our  Lord  s  birth  was  probably  four  years  later  than 
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the  vulgar  era ;  and  this  gives  an  average  of  thirty-three  years 
and  a  third  for  a  generation,  which  is  exactly  the  amount  al- 
lowed for  a  generation  from  the  time  of  Herodotus  till  now. 
But,  according  to  the  common  chronology,  from  the  birth  of 
Salathiel  to  the  birth  of  the  Messiah,  the  average  amount  of 
a  generation  would  be  upwards  of  forty  years :  this  is  im- 
probable. 


L 


CHAPTER  VIII. 


THE  NATIVE  PERSIAN  HISTORIANS. 


"  From  records  true  my  legends  I  rehearse." 
CHAPTEEVin.         Thus  does  Ferdousi  commence  his  poem  with  an  ex- 

Truth  conveyed  .  ,  .•^•/•Tfc'Txx  j. 

in  an  inflated  prcssiOH  charactcnstic  ot  FcFSian  literature,  as  contra- 
distinguished from  Grecian.  In  the  one  there  is  a  soul 
and  substance  of  truth  attired  in  a  legendary  form,  in 
the  other  there  is  fable  counterfeiting  the  lineaments  of 
truth. 

The  great  purpose  of  Persian  education  was  to  incul- 
cate habits  of  veracity,  while  the  Greeks  are  proverbially 
mendacious;  and  yet,  with  strange  inconsistency,  we 
totally  discredit  the  Agemite  historians,  and  implicitly 
rely  upon  the  Hellenists.  The  reason  may  be  found  in 
the  character  of  their  literature.  The  Persians  record 
truth  as  if  it  were  fiction ;  the  Greeks  relate  fiction  as  if 
it  were  truth.  Truth  is  the  substance  of  one;  it  is  the 
form  of  the  other.  Who  would  receive  such  fables  as 
the  birth  of  Cyrus,  had  not  Herodotus  thrown  around 
them  such  an  air  of  guileless  veracity?  And,  on  the 
other  hand,  were  it  not  for  their  hyperbolical  colouring, 
it  would  have  been  more  generally  admitted  that  the 
Persian  narratives  had  a  substratum  of  truth. 


PERSIAN  HISTORY.  147 

But,  in  addition  to  their  inflated  style,  it  cannot  be  Anachronisms, 
denied  that  there  are  glaring  anachronisms,  which  the 
historians  vainly  attempt  to  hide  by  attributing  reigns 
of  supernatural  length  to  some  of  their  kings,  and 
lives  of  equally  improbable  duration  to  some  of  their 
heroes. 

The  poems  of  Ferdousi,  or  the  narratives  of  Merk- 
hond,  remind  one  of  an  ancient  mosaic  which  had  been 
removed  from  its  original  site.  The  materials  are  for 
the  most  part  genuine ;  but,  in  some  instances,  wrongly 
disposed,  and  in  others  partially  restored :  here  and 
there,  too,  a  chimera  may  have  been  supplied  ;  but,  if  we 
can  account  for  the  anachronisms  and  exaggerated 
reigns,  we  may  in  a  great  measure  discriminate  be- 
tween the  naked  truth  and  the  clothing  of  Oriental 
eloquence  or  poetical  ornament,  and  thus  these  records 
may  be  used  to  assist  in  eliciting  the  history  of  this 
period. 

In  collecting  and  working  up  the  fragments  and  tra- 
ditions of  ancient  times,  Persian  nationality  and  regal 
pride  would  require  the  historians  to  represent  the  mo- 
narchy as  at  all  times  very  extensive,  if  not  nearly  uni- 
versal. It  would  be  mortifying  to  their  vanity  to  suppose 
that  the  records  of  but  a  few  years  past  were  taken  up 
with  the  wars  of  those  neighbouring  tribes  which  sub- 
sequently became  united  in  one  large  monarchy ;  and 
they  would  read  with  far  more  complacency  the  records 
of  several  contemporaneous  septs,  if  they  were  woven 
into  the  history  of  successive  dynasties,  each  extending 
over  the  various  countries  possessed  by  these  petty  clans. 
The  only  difficulty  in  the  way  of  fabricating  such  a  tissue 
would  be  the  anachronisms  and  the  exaggerated  length 
of  life  necessary  to  be  given  to  some  well-known  heroes. 
By  comparing  an  anecdote,  as  related  by  Athenaeus,  with 
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Oushtaspand 

Zereer, 

Merkhond. 


Cbaris  of  Mite- 
lene,  in  Athe- 
lueus,  lib.  ziii. 


CHAPTBa  VIII.  the  same  story,  as  recorded  by  Merkhond,  we  shall  be 
led  to  see  the  antiquity  of  the  materials  of  the  present 
Persian  histories,  but,  at  the  same  time,  that  the  events 
are  on  a  much  enlarged  scale,  and  acted  on  a  more 
extended  field  of  adventure. 

Merkhond  tells  us  that  Lohorasp  had  two  sons, 
Gushtasp  and  Zereer.  Gushtasp,  remarkable  for  his 
beauty,  leaves  his  native  land,  and,  whilst  circumstances 
force  him  to  live  abroad,  he  comes  to  the  court  of  Room, 
in  order  to  witness  an  assemblage  of  all  the  nobles  of  the 
land,  that  the  king's  daughter  might  choose  a  husband. 
She  was  to  notify  her  selection  by  giving  an  orange  to 
the  favoured  suitor.  Notwithstanding  the  brilliant  dis- 
play at  the  court,  she  gives  the  orange  to  the  stranger 
without  power  or  splendour. 

The  same  story  is  related  by  Athenaeus.  Hystaspes 
had  a  younger  brother,  named  Zariader,  equally  beau- 
tiful. Hystaspes  reigned  over  Media,  Zariader  on  the 
borders  of  the  Caspian. 

Omartes,  king  of  the  Maraphii,  bordering  on  the 
Tanais,  had  a  daughter  named  Odatis.  The  king  assem- 
bles his  nobles  to  a  feast  which  he  informs  his  daughter 
is  her  marriage-feast,  and  to  the  object  of  her  choice  she 
is  to  give  a  golden  cup.  Upon  seeing  Zariader,  notwith- 
standing his  Scythian  guise,  she  gives  him  the  token 
of  her  favour.  Here  we  have  the  antiquity  of  the 
material  part  of  the  history  ;  but  the  heads  of  two 
border  tribes  are  magnified  into  the  Kings  of  Room  and 
Persia. 

We  have  another  instance  of  the  antiquity  of  the 
materials  of  the  Persian  histories  in  the  story  of  Zohak, 
being  noticed  by  Moses  of  Cherona,  who  wrote  500  years 
before  Ferdousi. 

I  will  now  proceed  to  shew  that  those  dynasties,  which 
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are   represented   as   successive,   were   probably   contem- 
poraneous.    The  names  of  the  kings  are  : 

f  Kai  Omers. 
Houshung. 
Tehmuras. 
Jemsheed. 
Zohdk,  also  called  Biurasp  by  Moses  of  Cherona  and 

Ferdousi,  and  Azhdahak  by  Tabari. 
Feridoon,  or  Aphradoon  according  to  Tabari,  Oriental 
(         Trans,  p.  3,  and  Klaproth,  Hist.  Armenia, 
Minucheher,  or  Firouz  according  to  Khondemir  (Her- 

belot). 
Nawder  or  Nawzer,  called  Kumbakht  (Merkhond). 
Afrasiab  (a  Turanian). 
Zaub,  son  of  Tehmasp  or  Zudzagh. 
Gurahasf  (Merkhond),  Kishtasb  (Lebtarikh),  or  Gur- 

shasb  (Khondemir  and  Tarik  Montekheb). 

/  Kai  Kobad. 

Kai  Ka'oos,  styled  Nimrod  or  Immortal  (Merkhond, 
p.  243). 

Kai  Khusrau. 

Lohorasp. 

Gushtasp  or  Kishtasp. 

Behmen  or  Daraz-Dast,  or  *  Longhanded.* 

Humai  or  Khdnee. 
I  Darab,  son  of  Behmen. 

Darab,  or  Dard  the  Less. 

It  appears  rather  contrary  to  the  common  order  of 
things  that  the  dynasty  of  the  lawgivers  should  precede 
that  of  the  warriors ;  *  might  generally  first  establishes 
rights  and,  if  we  scrutinise  the  history,  we  shall  see  strong 
grounds  for  suspecting  that  in  the  present  instance  there 
is  some  error. 

Afrasiab  was  contemporary  with  Minucheher;  he  was  Merkhond, p. n 
also    contemporary    with    Kai    Khusrau.      If  now    the  Merkhond, p. a» 

*  The  first  class  of  Circassians,  or  the  Princes,  are  called  in  Cir- 
cassian, Pschech  or  Pschi.     Has  this  any  relation  to  the  Pishdadians  ? 


< 
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cnAPTBRViiT.  dynasties  were  successive,  the  reign  of  Afrasiab  extended 
through  seven  Persian  reigns,  some  of  which,  moreover, 
were  very  long ;  the  answer  to  this  is,  that  Afrasiab  is 
not  an  individual,  but  a  dynasty.  But,  if  Afrasiab  was  a 
dynasty,  what  was  his  son  Arjiasp,  who  was  contem- 
porary with  the  king  next  but  one  after  Khusrau? 

Moreover,  Afrasiab  is  not  the  only  instance  of  this 
unaccountably  long  life.  Sam  Neriman  commanded  the 
army  of  Feridoon,  and  was  vizier  to  Minucheher,  and 
Zalzar,  his  son,  and  Rustam,  his  grandson,  were  alive 
in  the  reign  of  Gushtasp,  fifth  king  of  the  Kaianian 
dynasty,  making  two  generations  in  one  line  extend 
through  ten  in  the  other  line.  Sam  Neriman,  under  the 
orders  of  Feridoon,  made  war  upon  Kaous,  surnamed  Fil 
Dendan,  and  forced  him  to  obey  his  laws;  this  Kaous 
was  brother  to  Nimrod,  i,e,  Kai  Kaous  (or  more  pro- 
bably he  was  the  same  individual)  ;*  so  that  the  brother  of 
Kobad  was  contemporary  with  the  king  who  reigned  five 
generations  before  Kobad. 

Cawn,  the  son  ofGoah  the  blacksmith,  who  placed  Feri- 
doon upon  the  throne,  was  one  of  the  four  chiefs  who  com- 

^^22ir^***8vo*^* "'  °^^°^6d  the  army  of  Kobad  ;  yet  he  was  killed  by  Afrasiab 
when  commanding  the  armyof  Nauder.  Now,  though  Goah 
was  older  than  Feridoon,  his  son  was  in  the  prime  of  life 
six  generations  afterwards,  and  he  was  killed  three  reigns 
before  that  of  the  king  whose  army  he  commanded. 

Poshang,  king  of  Turan,  was  in  the  reign  of  Minuch- 
eher ;  and  we  find  Poshang  ruler  of  Turan  in  the  reign 
of  Ka*oos,  and  probably  the  same  individual  is  intended. 

One  of  the  last  Kings  of  Persia  of  the  first  dynasty,  of 
the  name  of  Noschek  or  Natsek,  rebuilt  the  temple  of 
Jerusalem,  although  it  was  not  destroyed  until  the  reign 
of  the  fourth  king  of  the  second  dynasty. 

*  Yet  some  say  that  Feridoon  himself  was  Nimrod. — ^Mbekhoni), 
p.  151. 


Tlerbelot. 


Lebtarikh. 
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These  anachronisms  are  enough  to  throw  discredit  upon 
any  history,  but  they  may  be  harmonised.  The  insurrec- 
tion which  placed  Feridoon  upon  the  throne  commenced 
in  Isfahan,  the  kings  of  the  Kaianian  dynasty  came  from 
the  province  of  Deilem  or  Ghilan,  which  is  on  the  south-  Herbeiot  voLii. 

p.  311.    8vo. 

west  coast  of  the  Caspian  Sea,  may  not,  therefore,  these 
two  dynasties  have  been  partly  contemporaneous  ?  I  will 
put  down  the  kings'  names  in  the  relation  in  which  I 
suppose  they  stand  to  each  other : 


Feridoon 

Kobad 

Minucheher 

Ka'oos 

Nauder 

Khusrau 

Zaub 

Lohorasp 

Kishtasp 

Kishtasp. 

Goah  placed  Feridoon  upon  the  throne,  his  son  Cawn 
commanded  the  army  of  Kobad,  and  was  killed  when 
.o„„»di„g  «..  .™/.f  N.„der. 

Ka'oos  was  son  of  Aphra,  probably  Aphradoon,  who  KiAproth,  p.  30. 
was  the  first  who  had  the  title  of  Kai,  the  distinguishing  jehan  Ara, 

^^  Oiudo7  D>  9» 

title  of  the  second  dynasty.  Thus  Thous,  son  of  Nauder, 
was  a  descendant  of  the  Kai's,  as  Ferdousi  says.  Thous, 
it  is  said,  rebelled  against  Khusrau:  upon  the  supposition 
of  the  dynasties  having  been  collateral,  this  might  well 
have  been  the  case,  as  they  would  have  been  contem- 
porary. Thus,  the  lives  of  Zalzar  and  Rustam,  and  the 
reign  of  Afrasiab,  are  brought  into  a  reasonable  length, 
and  Lohorasp  might  very  well  have  combined  with 
Gudarz,  son  of  Goah,  in  an  expedition  against  Afrasiab ; 
and,  as  Lohorasp  is  said  to  have  been  grandson  of  Kai, 
this  would  place  him  in  about  the  third  generation  from 
Aphradoon.  In  the  Desatir,  of  which  Sir  William  Jones 
had  such   great  expectations,  and  which  possibly  was 
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CHAPTEKvm.  compiled  shortly  after  the  destruction  of  the  ancient 
Persian  monarchy,  Ky  Khusrou,  son  of  Siawakhsh,  fol- 
lows Minucheher,  son  of  Irej.  According  to  the  pre- 
sent history  six  kings  intervened ;  according  to  the 
parallel  dynasties  which  I  have  suggested,  one  king 
would  intervene. 

The  times  of  Goah,  the  blacksmith,  cannot  be  con- 
sidered as  belonging  to  the  fabulous  age,  for  the  leathern 
standard  which  he  raised  was  in  existence  until  modern 
times.  In  the  history,  as  it  now  stands,  the  romantic 
adventures  and  long  reigns  are  after  this  well-established 
historical  fact ;  but,  supposing  the  two  dynasties  to  be 
contemporaneous,  the  times  of  Goah  will  belong  to  the 
period  when  history  is  in  a  more  authentic  form. 

Lastly,  it  will  be  perceived  that  the  last  name  in  each  list 
is  Kishtasp.  Some  historians  vary  in  the  manner  of  spelling 
the  name ;  but  in  Herbelot  they  are  exactly  the  same. 

Kishtasp,  son  or  nephew  of  Zab,  mounted  the  throne  be- 
fore the  death  of  his  father,  who  voluntarily  ceded  it  to  him. 

Kishtasp,  son  of  Lohorasp,  mounted  the  throne  before 
the  death  of  his  father,  who  ceded  it  to  him. 

Kishtasp,  son  of  Zab,  sustained  the  war  against  Afrasiab, 
who  had  made  himself  master  of  the  greater  part  of  Persia. 

Kishtasp  made  war  with  Argiasp,  son  of  Afrasiab, 
who  chased  him  out  of  Persia. 

The  mother  of  Kishtasp,  son  of  Zab,  was  a  Jewess, 
daughter  of  Maimoun  of  the  tribe  of  Benjamin  ;  this 
makes  it  probable  that  he  was  not  before  the  Captivity. 

But,  according  to  Herbelot,  some  relate  these  things 
ofGhershasp,  son  of  Kishtasp;  and  in  this  one  respect 
he  agrees  with  Behmen,  son  of  Kishtasp,  for  his  mother 
Merkbond,p.332.  was  descended  from  Saul. 

I  am  inclined  to  carry  this  idea  still  farther.  It  is 
curious  that  the  first  ten  kings  are  always  called  of  the 
Pischdadian  dynasty,  whilst  there  evidently  is  a  break 
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in  the  succession  by  the  invader  Zohak.  Tabari  says  that  Tabwi. 
Feridoon  was  son  of  Jemsheed  ;  yet  we  are  told  that, 
when  Feridoon  overthrew  Zohak,  he  married  the  two 
beautiful  sisters  of  Jemsheed.  But  a  stronger  instance  is 
supplied  in  the  daughter  of  the  King  of  Zabulistin,  who 
successfully  opposed  Minucheher  the  successor  of  Feri- 
doon, and  who  subsequently  gave  herself  in  marriage  to  Ferdouai. 

111.T  Atkinson,  p.  17. 

Jemsheed.  This  would  bnng  Jemsheed  contemporary 
with  Nawzer  and  Ka'oos,  or  even  Khosrau.  Again, 
Fithagoras  (Pythagoras)  lived  in  the  reign  of  Jemsheed 
according  to  the  Tarik  Montekheb;  but  he  lived  in  the 
reign  of  Khosrau  according  to  Lebtarikh  and  Khondemir,  Herbeiot.  vol.  u 

,  .  .  .  .  .         P-  489.    8vo. 

and  he  lived  in  the  reign  of  Darius  Hystaspes  according 
to  Abulfarage.  These  testimonies  respecting  Pythagoras 
are  utterly  inconsistent  upon  the  supposition  of  these 
reigns  being  successive ;  for,  on  such  a  supposition,  the 
philosopher  must  have  lived  through  twelve  long  reigns; 
but,  according  to  the  view  given  above,  they  would  be  con- 
firmatory of  each  other,  for  these  reigns  would  synchronise. 

Another  proof  of  the  parallelism  of  Jemsheed*  and 
Nawzer  is  to  be  found  in  Irage,  the  son  of  Feridoon,  Merkhond, p. is 
being  surnamed  Iran.  But,  according  to  Ben  Cassim 
and  many,  Iran  was  the  surname  of  Uoushung.  So  Iran 
was  three  generations  before  Nawzer,  and  three  genera- 
tions before  Jemsheed. 

Again,  Jemsheed  and  Nawzer  are  alike  dethroned  by 
an  invader. 

Having  stated  enough,  I  consider,  to  account  for  the 
anachronisms,  and  the  improbably  long  reigns  which  occur 
at  those  particular  points  where  I  suppose  the  collateral 
reigns  are  made  consecutive,  I  will  proceed  to  give  a  con- 
cise outline  of  what  the  Persian  historians  say  of  the 

*  Some  historians  say  Jemsheed  was  son  of  Arfaksad,  and  some 
ancient  chroniclers  relate  that  he  was  brother  to  Tehmuras.  This 
would  lead  one  to  suppose  that  Houshung  was  the  same  as  Arfaksad. 
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Conder,  article 
Persia. 


Merkhond. 
Jeremiah. 


Herodotus. 

iEschylns, 

Pendans. 


Slings  identified. 


dynasty  of  the  Kaianians ;  for  among  them  it  is  confessed 
we  are  to  look  for  the  Cyrus  of  Herodotus ;  there  also  we 
must  look  for  the  captivity  of  the  Jews. 

First,  with  respect  to  geographical  position,  Dilem  or 
Deilem  was  a  province  of  the  kingdom  of  Persia,  stretch- 
ing along  the  southern  side  of  the  Caspian  Sea,  to  which 
it  gave  a  name ;  for  in  Persia  this  sea  is  called  the  sea  of 
Dilem  and  Ghilan.  The  kings  of  this  province  were 
formerly  called  Kai,  a  title  which  descended  to  the  Kings 
of  Persia  of  the  second  dynasty ;  on  this  account  called 
the  dynasty  of  the  Kaianians.  Thus  I  have  three  distinct 
lines  of  evidence  all  converging  to  the  same  point.  Ac- 
cording to  the  Persian  historians,  the  Kaianians,  of  whom, 
all  admit,  Cyrus  was  one,  came  from  the  neighbourhood 
of  the  Caspian.  According  to  Herodotus  his  Cyrus  must 
have  come  from  about  the  same  locality ;  and  from  this 
country  must  have  descended  the  Chaldaeans  of  Scripture. 

Kai,  according  to  Volney,  signifies  giant  or  great  in 
the  Pehlivi  language ;  and  Pehleh,  from  which  the  appel- 
lative Pehlivi  is  derived,  is  said  to  have  been  the  ancient 
name  of  the  countries  of  Isfah&n,  Rhey,  and  Deenawar. 

The  art  of  drawing  the  bow  was  carried  to  perfection 
under  these  princes.  This  corresponds  with  a  remarkable 
feature  in  Nebuchadnezzar's  army,  **  Their  quiver  is  an 
open  sepulchre."  And  their  priding  themselves  upon  the 
use  of  the  bow  accounts  for  the  excessive  rage  of  Cambyses 
at  his  brother  surpassing  him  in  bending  the  Ethiopian 
bow.  It  was  of  these  Chaldaeans  probably  that  iEschylus 
speaks,  when  he  mentions  the  skill  displayed  by  one  tribe 
of  the  Babylonians  in  the  use  of  the  bow.  I  purpose  now 
giving  some  notice  of  the  individual  kings. 

The  reigns  of  Kobad  and  Ka'oos  extend  over  an 
immense  space  of  time,  perhaps  for  this  reason  Ka'oos  is 
entitled  Nimrod  or  Immortal.  The  account  of  the  next 
king,  like  the  narrative  of  Herodotus  respecting  Cyrus, 
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seems  to  be  emerging  from  the  fabulous,  and  assuming 
the  appearance  of  authentic  history. 

Kai  Khasrau  was  s^randson  of  Ka'oos.     As  soon  as  Khasrau  with 

Cyrus. 

he  was  born,  he  was  committed  by  Perin  Wisah  to  the 
care  of  some  shepherds ;  afterwards  he  was  recognised  by 
Geev,  son  of  Gudarz,  when  engaged  in  the  sports  of  the 
chase,  and  brought  to  his  grandfather  Ka'oos,  whom  he 
succeeded.  "  He  was  the  precious  pearl  of  the  necklace  of 
fortunate  sovereigns ;  the  irresistible  force  of  his  man- 
dates appears  as  a  type  of  destiny  and  example  of  Fate." 
.  • . .  "He  was,  like  the  truly  sage,  at  last  convinced  that 
this  world  is  but  a  mirage,  and  we  the  thirsty  travellers ; 
the  more  the  parched  wanderer  urges  on  his  speed,  the 
more  he  increases  his  consuming  thirst."  Pythagoras 
and  Lokman  the  sage  (i.e.  Msop)  were  his  contemporaries.  Merichoiid,p.26i. 

The  following  parallel,  between  Khasrau  and  Cyrus, 
is  drawn  by  Sir  James  Malcolm : 

"  A  grandson  is  born  to  a  king,  who,  fearful  of  his  own 
safety,  seeks  the  destruction  of  the  infant,  which  he  delivers 
to  the  minister  to  be  put  to  death ;  the  child  is  preserved 
by  the  person  directed  to  slay  him ;  the  monarch  discovers 
this,  and  consents  to  let  him  live ;  the  young  prince  after- 
wards makes  war  with  his  grandfather,  whose  army  is 
commanded  by  the  very  minister  who  had  been  the  instru- 
ment of  his  preservation ;  he  subdues  the  country  which 
he  attacks,  and  erects  a  proud  empire  upon  its  ruins."        sirj. Majooim'* 

^  *  ^  Fersian  Histoiy. 

Sir  William  Jones  says,  "  The  great  Cyrus,  whom  I 
call,  without  fear  of  contradiction,  Cai-Khosrau ;  for  that, 
I  shall  then  only  doubt  that  the  Khosrau  of  Ferdousi  was 
the  Cyrus  of  the  first  Greek  historians,  and  the  hero  of 
the  oldest  political  and  moral  romance,  when  I  doubt 
that  Louis  Quatorze  and  Louis  the  Fourteenth  were  one 
and  the  same  French  king.  It  is  utterly  incredible  that 
two  different  princes  of  Persia  should  each  have  been 
born  in  a  foreign  and  hostile  territory ;  should  each  have 
been  doomed  to  death  in  his  infancy,  by  his  maternal 
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Sir  W.  Jones's 
Works,  vol.  iii. 
t>.  106. 


chaptbb  VIII.  grandfather,  in  consequence  of  portentous  dreams,  real  or 
invented  ;  should  each  have  been  saved  by  the  remorse  of 
his  intended  murderer,  and  should  each,  after  a  similar 
education  amongst  herdsmen,  have  found  means  to  revisit 
his  paternal  kingdom  ;  and,  having  delivered  it,  after  a 
long  and  triumphant  war,  from  the  tyrant  who  had  in- 
vaded it,  should  have  restored  it  to  the  summit  of  power 
and  magnificence  ;  whether  so  romantic  a  story  which  is 
the  subject  of  an  epic  poem,  as  majestic  and  entire  as  the 
Iliad,  be  historically  true,  we  may  feel  perhaps  an  in- 
clination to  doubt ;  but  it  cannot  with  reason  be  denied 
that  the  outline  of  it  relates  to  a  single  hero,  whom  the 
Asiatics,  conversing  with  the  father  of  history,  described 
according  to  their  popular  traditions,  by  his  true  name, 
which  the  Greek  alphabet  could  not  express."  .... 
"  Whatever  our  chronologers  say,  it  is  not  easy  to  con- 
ceive that  the  Jews  were  delivered  by  this  Cyrus.  The 
name  Coresh,  used  by  Isaiah,  has  no  affinity  with  the 
Persian  word  Khosru,  and  we  cannot  suppose  any  cor- 
ruption in  the  sacred  text;  whereas,  all  the  Persian 
writers  agree  that  a  prince  named  Coresh,  who  was  sent 
by  Bahaman,  son  of  Asfundier  to  govern  Babylon  in  the 
room  of  Baltazar^  actually  protected  the  captive  Jews, 
and  permitted  them  to  rebuild  their  temple.  Our  his- 
torians, perhaps  deceived  by  the  name  Cyrus,  which  the 
Greeks  gave  both  to  Khosru  and  to  Coresh,  have  fixed 
the  return  of  the  Jews  much  earlier  than  the  truth." 

LoHORASP  was  elected  successor  to  Khosrau ;  he  was 

Merkhond,p.263.g^jjjgQjj  to  a  brother  of  Ka'oos.  There  is  some  intima- 
tion of  his  having  been  raised  to  the  throne  from  a  lower 
estate,  and,  according  to  Sir  William  Jones,  before  the 
death  of  Khosru.  *'  The  sultans  of  Hindustan  and 
Cheen  girt  their  loins  in  implicit  obedience  to  his  sway : 
also,  during  his  reign,  he  devoted  himself  more  than  pre- 
ceding monarchs  to  the  subjection  of  the  world  ;  they 
besides  ascribe  to  his  reign  the  precedency  and  gradations 


Sir  W.  Jones's 
Works,  yol.  zii. 
p.  411. 
tiOhorasp. 


Jones,  yol.  xii. 
p.  411,  414. 
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of  receivers  and  comptrollers  observed  amongst  the  mi- 
nisters of  finance."  He  appointed  Rehani,  son  of  Gu-  Merkhond,p.ao8. 
darz,*  who  is  by  some  styled  Bakht-nassar,  to  the  com- 
mand of  Irak-Ajem,  and  made  him  an  independent  king. 
This  Bakht-nassar  laid  waste  the  temple  of  Jerusalem. 
The  King  of  Jerusalem,  descended  from  Da'ood,  made  a 
treaty  with  Bakht-nassar s  general;  but  there  was  a  se- 
dition amongst  the  Jews,  who  slew  their  king.  This 
Bakht-nassar  delivered  Jeremiah,  and  went  against 
Egypt.  Pharaoh  the  Lame  [Pharaoh  Necho]  was  over- 
come by  him .  Ditto,  p.  264-866. 

Tabari  also  says  that  the  captivity  of  the  Jews  took 
place  under  Lohorasp  and  the  restoration  under  Gush-  TAbarf. 
tasp.     And  in  El  Mas'udi's  Historical  Encyclopaedia,  it 
is  said  El  Bokhta-uassar,  governor  of  El  Irak,  and  the  ei  Mas'udi's Hi8< 

torical  Encydo- 

Arabs  under  the  King  of  Persia,  who  was  then  residing  p»di*- 
at  Balkh,  took  the  Jews  into  captivity. 

Lohorasp  had  two  sons,  Gushtasp  and  Zereer,  yet 
Lohorasp  distinguished  the  sons  of  Kai  Ka'oos.  Gush- 
tasp, his  son,  rebelled,  and  married  the  daughter  of  the 
emperor  of  the  west,  in  whom  the  two  kingdoms  sub- 
sequently merged.  He  was  called  Balkhi,  because  the  Merkhond,p.272. 
greatest  part  of  his  reign  was  passed  there.  Khondemir 
makes  Jeremiah,  Daniel,  and  Esdras,  contemporaries  with 
Lohorasp.     The  author  of  Lebtarikh   also  makes  Jere- universal  mst.. 

Persians,  ch.  xi. 

miah  to  have  lived  in  the  time  of  Lohorasp.     And  the 
Tarikh  Montekheb  mentions  Daniel  as  his  contemporary; 
and  some  historians  say  that,  instructed  by  Daniel  in  the  comp.Daa.vi. 
true  faith,  Lohorasp  forsook  Magism. 

If  Sir  Wm.  Jones  had  assurance  respecting  Khosrau,  Lohorasp  identic 
we  may  have  equal  confidence  with  regard  to  Lohorasp ;  theMedeand 

•^  ^  ....  Darius  Hystaspes. 

the  extent  and  the  fiscal  administration  of  his  kingdom 

♦  Gudaxz  was  son  of  Gavah  the  Blacksmith,  who  placed  Feridoon 
on  the  throne;  so  Bakht-nassar  was  in  the  third  generation  from 
Feridoon. 
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Giuhtasp. 


Chapter  viii.  identify  him  alike  with  Darius  the  Median,  and  the  son 
of  Hystaspes.  The  Jewish  prophets,  who  were  his  con- 
temporaries, mark  his  reign  during  the  times  of  the  Cap- 
tivity. The  erection  of  an  independent  sovereignty  by 
the  powerful  Bakht-nassar,  his  destruction  of  Jerusalem 
and  conquest  of  Egypt,  mark  no  less  vividly  the  Chaldaean 
monarch. 

It  is  also  important  to  observe  that  no  other  king 
answerable  to  Cambyses  intervenes  between  Khosrau  and 
Lohorasp,  so  that  we  must  identify  him  with  the  monarch 
of  Babel. 

GusHTASP,  or  Kishtasp,  succeeded ;  his  figure  and  ap- 
pearance are  commended.  He  was  crowned  first  at  Alep, 
and  a  second  time  at  Balkh.  He  ceased  to  pay  tribute 
toTurkistan;  he  adopted  the  faith  of  Zurdust  {i.e.  Zo- 
roaster), who  was  instructed  by  one  of  the  disciples  of 
Jeremiah,  and  ascertained  the  coming  of  some  one  like 
Moses.  It  is  said,  in  the  preface  to  a  book  written  by 
Giamasp,  follower  of  Zoroaster,  and  translated  by  Lali, 
that,  after  the  times  of  Zoroaster,  reigned  Kishtasp^  son 
of  Lohorasp,  over  Iran,  Touran,  and  Habashi,  i.e.  Persia, 
Turkistan,  and  Ethiopia.  He  was  the  first  to  coin  gold, 
and  was  the  first  monarch  who  established  a  minister  of 
correspondence.  In  Gushtasp's  minister,  who  was  hanged 
(and  the  former  minister  restored),  we  trace  the  fate  of 
Haman  and  Mordecai ;  and  perhaps  we  may  say  that 
the  mother  of  his  successor,  being  descended  from  Saul, 
is  an  argument  in  favour  of  his  being  the  Ahashverosh  of 
Scripture.  His  personal  appearance  agrees  with  the 
account  of  Xerxes  given  by  Herodotus.  There  is  one 
difference ;  the  first  gold  coinage  is  attributed  to  this 
king,  and  not  to  his  predecessor.  Probably  Herodotus  is 
correct  in  his  circumstantial  anecdote  respecting  Darius ; 
but  it  is  possible  that  a  gold  currency  was  not  common 
until  the  reign  of  his  successor. 


Herbelot. 


AhasueruB. 


Xerzei. 
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Behmen  was  the  next  kins::  his  title  signifies  "pos-  Behmen »nd at- 

^  o  IT  taxerxesLong^- 

sessing  arms."      He  was   also  styled   **  Daraz-dast"  or""**"^- 
**  Long-handed,"  which  the  Persian  historians  explain, 
not  of  the  length  of  his  arm,  but  of  the  extent  of  his 
sway.*     His  mother  was  descended  from  Saul.     He  "  de- 
posed Bakhtnassar's  son  from  the  government  of  Babel, 
which  he  committed  to  one  of  Lohorasp's  sons,  named 
Kuresh,  whose  mother  was  descended  from  the  children  ^Jlf  J/S^£" 
of  Israel.     He  likewise  commanded  him  to  send  back  the  ***"* 
captives  of  the  children  of  Israel,  to  the  territory  of  the 
holy  temple,  and  to  appoint,  as  their  governor,  whom 
they  themselves  should  select.      Kuresh,  therefore,  as- 
sembled the  children  of  Israel,  and  appointed  Daniel  to 
the  government."      The    Tarikh  Kapchak-khani^   after  Merkhond,p.34i. 
mentioning  the   fall   of  Bakht-al-Naser  from  Babylon, 
informs  us  that  the  government  of  Syria  was  committed  ti^^.u!*p.^9. 
to  the  hands  of  Coresch."    '*  The  author  of  Lebtarikh  says 
that  it  was  Kuresh  who  rebuilt  Jerusalem,  after  the  destruc* 
tion  it  underwent  in  the  time  of  Nabuchodonosor ;  but  the 
Tarikh  Montekheb  insists  that  it  was  Ardschir  Bahaman  f^*^^*?*  ^***-,, 

Oriental,  vol.  ii. 

who  rebuilt  it."    The  account  of  Merkhond  reconciles  and  p-  ^^• 
confirms  both  these  statements ;  Kuresh,  during  the  reign 
and  under  the  direction  of  Bahaman,  restored  Jerusalem. 

It  is  related  by  some  historians,  that  Lohorasp  having 
deposed  Bakhtnassar  from  the  government  of  Babel,  Merkhond,  p.  343. 
permitted  the  Israelitish  captives  to  return,  in  order  that 
the  kingdom  of  Shaum  (Syria)  should  be  cultivated ;  but 
they  slew  the  ambassador  of  Behmen,  who  commanded 
Balkt-nassar  to  lay  the  temple  waste  a  second  time." 

Tabari  says   that  Balkt-nassar  died  in  the  reign  of 
Bahaman. 

The  sages  contemporary  with  Behmen  were  Zimocrates 
and  Bokrat  the  physician,  probably  Hippocrates,  whom 

*  So  in  the  Desaiir  Book  of  Y^An,  v.  41.    The  first  angel  is  styled 
*'  Bahman,  for  all  intelligences  and  created  things  are  under  his  hand" 
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CHAPTEa  VIII.  Artaxerxes  was  so  anxious  to  get  into  his  employ,  and 
possibly  his  friend  Deiuocritus. 

HoMAi,  also  called  Khknfie,  succeeded  ;  others  say 
Darib  succeeded. 

There  can  be  little  doubt  of  Behmen  being  Artaxerxes 
LongimanuSy  and  that  this  Kuresh,  who  ruled  at  Babylon, 
is  the  Coresch  of  Scripture. 

PenianaGcoonto.  The  Universal  testimony  of  the  Persian  historians,  it 
will  be  seen,  fixes  the  commencement  of  the  Captivity 
under  Lohorasp  and  its  termination  under  Behmen. 
There  is  also  sufficient  ground  for  identifying  those  kings 
with     Darius    Hystaspes    and    Artaxerxes    Longimanus. 

Not  Action.  Now  this  Statement  must  be  either  pure  fiction  or  native 
tradition,  or  derived  from  external  sources,  either  Grecian 
or  Jewish.  That  it  is  not  pure  fiction  is  evident;  for, 
while  the  fact  agrees  with  Scripture,  it  is  interwoven  with 
other  circumstances  strongly  resembling  the  Grecian  ac- 

Not  derived  from  counts.    That   it   caunot  be  derived   from   the  Grecian 

the  Greeks. 

accounts  is  evident,  because  they  mention  nothing  about 
Ancienttradition.  the  Captivity.  Therefore  it  is  either  native  tradition  or 
borrowed  from  the  Hebrews.  If  it  is  taken  from  the 
Hebrews,  it  must  have  been  borrowed  at  a  very  early 
date ;  for  we  shall  see  in  the  sequel  that  the  earliest 
Jewish  records  which  we  possess  have  so  faint  a  trace  of 
this  statement,  that  the  unanimous  and  explicit  declara- 
tions of  the  Persian  historians  could  not  have  been 
framed  out  of  them.  It  remains,  therefore,  that  the  tra- 
dition, whether  Jewish  or  Persian,  is  very  ancient,  and, 
therefore,  the  evidence  is  very  valuable.  In  all  probability 
it  is  native  Persian  evidence. 
Persianhistorians        But  thcrc  is  a  vcrv  general  opinion  that,  though  the 

not  fiOrly  treated.  ...  .  . 

Persian  histories  which  we  now  have  were  compiled  from 
more  ancient  native  documents,  yet  they  have  been  put 
together  in  an  unskilful  manner.  This  supposition  has 
arisen  not  siniply  from  the  Persian  historians  having  been 
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tested  by  tlieir  agreement  with  the  Greek  writers,  but 
from  our  having  arbitrarily  fixed  the  points  of  connexion 
between  their  histories.  For  example,  the  resemblance 
between  Khusrau  and  Cyrus  has  been  supposed  suflSciently 
evident  to  establish  their  identity :  it,  therefore,  is  assumed 
that  Khusrau  or  Cyrus  delivered  the  Jews  from  Babylon, 
though  neither  the  Greek  nor  Persian  historians  say  so ; 
and  then  this  very  same  false  assumption  is  made  to 
reflect  against  the  Persian  historians,  who  attribute  this 
event  to  the  reign  of  Behmen.  I  will  rather  try  the 
proposed  point  of  contact  by  putting  in  parallel  lines 
the  names  of  the  kings,  as  I  have  identified  them,  from 
Scripture,  Herodotus,  and  the  Persian  authors : — 

Scripture.  Herodotus.                       Merkhond, 

Darius  the  Median.  Darius  Hystaspes.             Lohorasp. 

Ahashverosh.  Xerxes.                             Gushtasp. 
[Coresch]. 

Artaxerxes.  Artaxerxes  Longimanus.  Behmen  [Kuresh]. 

The  difierence  in  these  lists  consists  in  the  canon  not 
mentioning  Coresch ;  in  Merkhond  making  him  a  de- 
puty of  Behmen  ;  and  in  the  Scripture  making  him  king 
of  Persia.  A  passage  from  Josephus  throws  some  light 
upon  this  point.     He  says,  ''After  the  death  of  Xerxes  Josephus, Ant. 

11.1  1  n  1  1  .  ^  lib.  xi.  ch.  vi. 

the  kmgdom  came  to  be  transferred  to  his  son  Cyrus ^ 
whom  the  Greeks  call  Artaxerxes."  I  consider  this  an 
important  testimony,  for  it  in  no  way  accords  with  the 
Jewish  historian's  view  of  the  seventy  years'  captivity, 
and  is  mentioned  only  casually;  but  it  shews  that  in 
Babylon  they  knew  of  Coresch  only,  whilst  among  the 
Greeks  they  had  heard  only  of  Artaxerxes.  Josephus, 
naturally  enough,  confounded  the  two ;  an  error  in  which 
he  has  been  followed  by  Syncellus  and  Cedrenus,  who 
also  say  that  Cyrus  was  called  Artaxerxes  by  the  Persians. 
When  the  Assyrian  empire  was  overthrown  by  the  Medes 

M 
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CHAPTBEvm.  and  Chaldaeans,  the  power  of  the  latter  was  established 
Dan.ii.49;Tm.2.  over  Babylonia,  com])rising  also  the  Persian  Irak,  called 
in  Scripture  the  province  of  Babylon  and  the  province  of 
Elam,  the  sovereign  of  which  sometimes  acknowledged 
and  sometimes  denied  the  authority  of  "  the  Great 
King,"  who  resided  at  that  time  at  Balkh,  and  claimed  a 
dominion  extending,  nominally  at  least,  from  India  to 
Ethiopia. 

It  appears  from  Scripture,  that  Coresch  obtained  the 
sovereign  power  over  Persia  and  Babylonia  at  the  same 
Ezra,!.  i;t.  13.  time.  So  I  suppose  that  the  short  and  brilliant  reign  of 
Coresch  over  Persia  and  Babylonia  was  during  the  reign 
of  Artaxerxes,  "  the  great  king,"  whose  long  rule  com- 
menced before  and  concluded  after  that  of  Coresch,  which 
seems  implied  by  the  manner  in  which  Ahasuerus  and 
Artaxerxes  are  thrown  into  immediate  succession  in 
Ezra,  iv.  6,  7.  This  would  account  for  the  Persian  his- 
torians making  Coresch  only  the  deputy  of  Behmen,  and 
for  Herodotus  not  mentioning  Coresch  at  all. 


APPENDIX  TO  CHAPTER  VIIL 


ON 


THE  FEUDAL  SYSTEM  OF  THE  EAST. 


It  will  probably  be  objected  that  the  greatness  attributed  to 
Nebuchadnezzar  and  Coresch  precludes  the  possibility  of  their 
having  been  any  thing  but  supreme  and  independent  princes. 
But  it  does  not  appear  very  uncommon  for  an  Eastern  prince, 
who  owes  fealty,  to  be  more  powerful  than  his  paramount 
sovereign.  Richardson,  speaking  of  the  mode  of  government  in 
the  East,  says,  "  We  observe  in  general  one  great  king,  to 
whom  a  number  of  subordinate  princes  pay  homage  and  tribute. 
All  deviation  from  this  system  seeming  merely  temporary  and 
accidental. 

"Possessed  of  every  essential  power  of  royalty,  the  degree  of 
dependance  of  the  secondary  kings,  we  find,  has  ever  been  pro- 
portioned to  the  vigour  or  imbecility  of  the  paramount  sove- 
reign :  for  where  no  solid  code  of  constitutional  laws  prevails, 
the  brilliant  or  disgraceful  periods  in  the  history  of  a  people 
will  generally  depend  upon  the  genius  of  one  man.  A  great 
monarch  will  give  to  the  component  parts  [of  his  empire]  the 
appearance  of  one  dei^otic  whole;  whilst  the  approaches  to 
disobedience  will  ever  be  proportioned  to  the  weakness  of 
administration. 

"  Constantly  recurring,  however,  to  first  principles,  every  va- 
riation of  oriental  rule  presents  only  to  our  alternate  view  an 
overgrown  empire,  feebly  governed,  crumbling  into  independent 
kingdoms ;  and  independent  kingdoms  again  uniting  to  form  the 
empire  of  some  more  fortunate  and  enterprising  sovereign."  Eiohardson's  dis- 

He  gives  an  example  from  Tartary.     "  Jengiz  Khan  was  the  p.  152. 
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chapto  vin.  son  of  a  chief  who  had  several  feudatories ;  yet  he  himself  held 
of  Thogrul,  the  khan  of  Caracum,  better  known  by  the  name  of 
Prester  John.  Thogrul,  though  a  prince  of  great  power,  was 
still  subject    to    the   Emperor  of  Katha,   the   paramount  of 

Ricfaardion'sDis-  Tartarv/* 
sertationsy  p.  1 58.  ^ 

I  give  another  extract  to  shew  that  the  servant  may  be  as 
great  or  greater  than  his  roaster*  "  The  great  Mahmoud,  sultan 
of  Ghesna,  was  the  son  of  a  slave ;  but,  having  stretched  his 
conquests  over  a  great  part  of  India  and  Tartary,  in  the  be- 
ginning of  the  eleventh  century,  he  sent  an  ambassador  to  the 
Khalif  Alkader,  requesting  from  that  prince,  as  the  fountain  of 
honour  among  the  Mohammedans,  a  title  suitable  to  his  rank 
and  power.  The  Khalif,  on  account  of  the  meanness  of  his 
origin,  declined  compliance  for  twelve  months;  till  urged  by 
the  ambassador,  and  dreading  Mahmoud's  resentment,  he  sent 
him,  at  length,  the  ambiguous  title  veil,  which  implies  a  princcy 
SL friend f  and  also  a  slave.  Mahmoud  easily  penetrated  into  the 
khalifs  meaning;  and  sent  immediately  100,000  pieces  of  gold, 
with  a  wish  to  know,  Whether  a  letter  had  not  been  omitted? 
Alkader  understood  him,  and  soon  after  despatched  letters 
patent  in  full  form,  creating  him  valiy  which  signifies,  without 

iMtto,  p.  9.  equivocation,  a  sovereign  independent  prince" 

That  there  was  a  similar  relation  between  Darius  and  Ne- 
buchadnezzar, I  doubt  not.     Merkhond  tells  us  that  Lohorasp 

MerkiM>nd»p.272.  fixed  his  abode  at  Balkh,  through  fear  of  Sulaiman.  But  Su- 
laim^  was  Jemsheed,  and  Jemsheed,  as  I  have  shewn,  was 
Nebuchadnezzar. 


APPENDIX  II.  TO   CHAPTER  VIII. 


The  proclamation  of  the  Persian  monarch  may  be  considered  Etn,!.  1,2. 
to  be  in  terms  too  lofty  for  any  but  a  universal  monarch ;  but 
we  must  not  fall  into  the  error  of  supposing  that  Ezra  himself 
affirms  that  God  had  given  Coresch  all  the  kingdoms  of  the 
earth.  All  that  the  writer  of  that  book  affirms  is,  that  Coresch 
was  king  of  Pars,  and  he  faithfully  reports  what  that  monarch 
says  of  himself. 

But  considerable  allowance  must  be  made  for  the  inflated 
style  of  the  Orientals.    The  author  of  the  Book  of  Kings  records 
the  solemn  asseveration  of  Obadiah,  "  As  the  Lord  thy  God  1  Kings,  xvUi.  10, 
liveth,  there  is  no  nation  or  kingdom  whither  my  Lord  hath  not 
sent  to  seek  thee :  and  when  they  said,  *  He  is  not  there ;'  he 
took  an  oath  of  the  kingdom  and  nation  that  they  found  thee 
not.''     But  Patrick  says,  It  would  be  a  foolish  conceit,  from  this 
expression,  to  attribute  any  thing  like  universal  dominion  to 
Ahab;  hence,  all  commentators  limit  the  expression,  either  to 
the  neighbouring  nations  in  league  with  him,  or  to  the  ten  Asaembiv'g 
tribes,  or  to  the  nations  "  where  he  could  in  reason  think  that  gSl 
Elijah  had  hid   himself.*'     "  Nothing,"   concludes   Poole,    "  is 
more  frequent  than  to  understand  general  expressions  with  such 
limitations." 

The  expression  of  Coresch  is  about  as  extensive  as  that  of 
Obadiah,  "Jehovah,  God  of  Heaven,  hath  given  me  all  the 
kingdoms  of  the  earth,"  or  "  land."  If  by  "  the  earth,"  the 
whole  of  this  globe  is  understood,  then  even  those  who  suppose 
Cyrus  the  Great  to  be  the  speaker,  must  class  this  expression 
amongst  those  general  ones  which  must  be  understood  with  some 
limitations,  for  that  monarch  had  not  Egypt,  India,  Greece, 
Scythia,  &c.  under  his  dominion ;  therefore  commentators  say.  Assembly*! 

JL  .  .      .  _  _  ..     _     _  Annota.ti<K 


s 

onson 


"  Here  is  a  synecdoche, — all  kingdoms  put  for  many*'   So  Scott  2chron.xxxvi.a8. 

,         "  ./^  »  -if  Scott  on 

says,  "  These  [kingdoms]  being  far  superior  to  any  other  empire  Ezra,  1. 1,  a. 
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Appendix  II.  then  in  the  world  were  called  in  the  customary  style,  '  all  the 
^^|>'l  kingdoms  of  the  earth.'     All  the  kingdoms,  to   wit,   in    those 

parts  of  the  world."  According  to  any  view,  then,  the  procla- 
mation of  Coresch  must  be  taken  with  some  little  allowance  for 
Oriental  hyperbole. 

I  do  not,  however,  by  the  above  instance  mean  to  imply 
that  the  kingdom  of  Coresch  was  as  limited  as  that  of  Ahab ; 
for,  though  Pars,  which  we  render  Persia,  would  not  necessarily 
imply  more  than  the  province  of  Phars  or  Farsistan,  yet  the 
Scripture  certainly  indicates  that  the  power  of  Coresch  extended 
much  beyond  those  limits.  Babylonia  and  Judea  were  under 
his  control,  and  if,  as  appears  probable  from  Ezra,  vi.  2,  the 
proclamation  for  the  return  of  the  Jews  was  published  from 
Ecbatana,  that  district  called  by  the  Persian  writers  Irac  Agem 
must  also  have  formed  part  of  his  dominion.  And  this  suppo- 
sition agrees  with  the  accounts  of  the  native  Persian  historians, 
who  do  assign  this  extent  of  territory  to  Coresch. 

The  great  Iranian  monarchy  had  apparently  three  grand 
divisions,  of  which  there  is  evidence  in  the  tri-lingual  cuneiform 
inscriptions ;  we  trace  it  also  in  the  three  presidents  under 
Darius  the  Mede,  and  even,  I  think,  in  the  promise  made  by 
Belshazzar,  that  the  interpreter  of  his  dream  should  be  the  third 
ruler,  or  ruler  over  the  third  part  of  his  kingdom.  Coresch 
perhaps  reigned  over  one  of  these  great  portions. 

The  extent  of  the  kingdom  is  not,  however,  the  question.  I 
apprehend  that  where  an  expression  occurs  which  must  be 
understood  with  some  limitation,  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  inter- 
pret it  a  little  more  or  a  little  less  extensively,  according  as  it 
may  best  suit  our  theory,  but  we  must  regulate  it  by  the  subject- 
matter  in  hand.  The  deliverance  of  the  Jews  from  Babylon, 
and  their  restoration  to  Judea,  is  the  subject  of  the  proclamation, 
and  this  must  regulate  us.  All  the  kingdoms  of  Syria  and 
Babylonia,  which  might  prevent  or  interfere  with  the  return  of 
the  Jews,  were  under  the  dominion  of  Coresch. 

Had  Coresch  been,  as  is  generally  supposed,  universal 
monarch,  without  acknowledging  a  paramount  sovereign,  I  con- 
ceive he  would  have  styled  himself,  "  The  Great  King,"  a  title 
which,  we  know  from  Herodotus  and  iEschylus,  was  in  use  at 
that  time,  and  which,  we  learn  from  Scripture,  was  in  use  long 
laa.  zzifvi.  4.       before. 


CHAPTER  IX. 

EXAMINATION  OF  HERODOTUS. 

The  testimony  which  I  have  adduced  for  the  point  of 
contact  between  the  Jewish  and  Persian  histories  is,  I 
apprehend,  sufficiently  strong  for  many  to  admit  its  con- 
clusiveness, were  it  not  for  the  very  great  weight  of 
counter-evidence  accumulated  and  systematised  by  the 
diligence  and  talent  of  centuries.  I  am,  therefore^  con- 
strained to  take  up  an  inquiry,  for  which  I  neither  feel 
well  inclined  nor  well  qualified,  namely,  the  chronology 
of  profane  history,  so  far  as  is  necessary  for  judging 
whether  the  point  of  contact  with  sacred  history  which 
I  propose  be  admissible.  What  I  advance,  therefore, 
is  with  the  very  greatest  diffidence,  though  I  may  not 
be  supposed  to  shew  sufficient  deference  to  received 
opinions. 

The  Canon  of  Ptolemy,  as  it  is  called,  is  considered  the 
great  standard  of  profane  chronology,  of  which  it  has 
been  observed  that  it  always  agrees  with  those  historians 
who  wrote  of  their  own  times.  This  is  an  important  ob- 
servation, though  it  does  not  bear  out  the  idea  intended 
to  be  supported.  There  are  not  two  independent  wit- 
nesses to  the  same  chronology ;  but  the  author  of  the 
Canon  derived  his  information  in  general  from  sources 
open  to  us :  we,  therefore,  are  in  a  great  measure  com- 
petent to  estimate  the  justness  of  his  views,  and  the 
correctness  of  the  canon. 


166  HERODOTUS. 

cuAPTKR  IX.  But,  in  order  to  judge  whether  right  use  has  been 

made  of  the  documents,  we  ought  to  examine  each  his- 
tory separately,  thereby  to  attain  an  unbiassed  view  of  its 
independent  testimony;   and  for  this  cause,  though  the 
Grecian  and       most  eminent  of  all  ancient  historians,  Herodotus,  has 
logy  of  Herodotus  been  Commented  upon  and  illustrated  by  so  many  learned 

do  not  accord.  . 

persons,  determined  to  find  him  correct,  yet  I  shall  be 
necessitated  to  examine  into  the  question  whether  his 
Asiatic  and  Grecian  chronologies  accord  with  each  other, 
or  whether  he  is  consistent  with  himself.  I  will  first 
Grecian  cimmo>  examine  his  Grecian  chronology,  and  then  his  Asiatic. 

logy  examined. 

ist position.  I*  My  first  position  is,  that  it  was  very  early  in  the 

career  of  Cyrus  when  he  attacked  Croesus. 

Reign  of  cnasns.  (!)•  In  the  narrative  of  the  reign  of  Croesus  we  have 
this  succession  of  events :  First,  his  extensive  conquests ; 
next,  the  consequent  greatness  of  Sardis,  making  it  an 
attraction  to  travellers ;  amongst  others  to  Solon.  After 
his  visit,  Croesus  being  bereaved,  ^'  continued  disconsolate 
for  the  loss  of  his  son  during  two  years ;  after  which  the 
overthrow  of  the  kingdom  of  Astyages,  the  son  of  Cy- 
axares^  by  Cyrus,  the  son  of  Cambyses,  and  the  growing 

Herod.  1. 46.  grcatucss  of  the  Persians,  diverted  his  grief."  This  se- 
quence of  events  necessarily  places  the  overthrow  of 
Astyages  near  the  conclusion  of  the  reign  of  Croesus ;  and 
if  we  look  forward  in  the  history,  we  must,  in  like 
manner,  be  led  to  conclude  that  Sardis  was  taken  the  very 

Herod,  i.  75.       winter  which  followed  the  overthrow  of  Astyages. 

Two  minor  considerations  help  to   strengthen   this 
conclusion : — 

semi-barbarism  (2).  Whcu  CroBsus  advauccs  against  the  Persians,  they 
are  described  as  in  a  state  of  semi-barbarism,  clothed  in 
skins,  and  having  very  precarious  means  of  subsistence ; 

Herod,  i  71.  but  in  the  estimate  of  that  luxurious  monarch  towards 
the  close  of  Cyrus'  reign,  the  Persians  were  not  without 

Herod,  i.  207.      refinements.    The  former  condition  marks  the  first  de- 
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scent  of  the  mountain  hordes ;  the  latter  state  indicates  a 
change  which  it  would  require  some  years  to  effect. 

(3).  The  advanced  age  of  Thales,*  who  foretold  the  AgeofTiiiae«. 
eclipse  which  occurred  when  Alyattes  and  Cyaxares  were 
engaged.  Thales  must  have  travelled,  and  been  of  ma- 
ture age,  before  he  could  have  attained  the  science  ne- 
cessary for  complicated  astronomical  calculations.  To  all 
appearance  the  six  years'  war  between  these  two  kings, 
which  was  terminated  by  this  eclipse,  was  before  the 
irruption  of  the  Scythians.  Their  rule  continued  for 
twenty-eight  years ;  after  the  termination  of  which,  Ni- 
neveh was  taken.  If^  then,  to  thirty  years^  for  the  age  of 
Thales,  at  the  time  of  the  eclipse,  we  add  with  Volneyf 
thirty  years  for  the  reign  of  Cyaxares,  and  thirty-five 
more  for  the  reign  of  his  successor,  Astyages,  it  makes 
Thales  at  least  ninety-six  when  in  the  camp  of  Croesus.  H«rod.  1.75,170. 
Indeed,  he  is  mentioned  even  later  in  the  history  than 
this. 

Volney  argues,  I  think,  quite  correctly  upon  the  reply 
of  the  Pythoness  to  Croesus,  that  three  years  elapsed 
between  the  first  mission  to  the  Oracle  and  the  capture  of 

*  Diogenes  Laertius  says,  "We  read  in  the  Chronicles  of  Apol- 
lodorus,  that  Thales  was  bom  in  the  first  year  of  the  thirty-fifth 
Olympiad,  and  died  at  the  age  of  seventy-eight,  or  at  ninety,  ac- 
cording to  Sosicrates,  who  says  he  died  in  the  fifty-eighth  Olympiad, 
and  lived  in  the  time  of  Croesus,  to  whom  he  proposed  to  cross  the 
Halys  without  bridges,  by  turning  aside  the  river/'  Quoted  by 
Volney.  He  also  says,  "It  is  certain  that  Thales  gave  very  ad- 
vantageous counsels  to  his  country ;  for  Croesus,  having  solicited  the 
Milesians  to  join  him  against  Cyrus,  Thales  dissuaded  them  from  it ; 
and  this  counsel  saved  the  city  of  Miletus  after  Cyrus'  victory." — 
Ditto,  vol.  i.  b.  i.  in  Volney. 

t  This  is  the  arrangement  of  Volney : — 

Cyaxares 635-595 

EcHpse 625 

Irruption  of  Scythians ....  625-598 
Conquest  of  Nineveh 597 


\ 
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Chapter  IX. 

Volney,  New  Re- 
searches, Tol.  i. 
p.  291. 


2d  position. 
3d  tyranny  of 
PiaiBtratus. 


Clinton. 


Summary  of 
the  account 
of  Pisistratus. 


Herod,  i.  59. 


Herod.  1.  60. 


Sardis.  "  Let  Croesus  know  that  he  was  made  prisoner 
three  years  later  than  was  decreed  by  the  destinies."  He, 
consequently,  fixes  the  taking  of  Sardis  to  the  fourth  year 
of  Cyrus.  Laurent  places  it  two  years  earlier.  I  should 
think  the  medium  correct. 

II.  My  second  position  is  that  Pisistratus  was  esta- 
blished for  the  third  time  in  the  tyranny  at  Athens,  when 
Croesus  sent  to  inquire  as  to  the  condition  of  that  state. 

This  position  is  contrary  to  the  received  opinion  ;  and 
the  cause  is  evidently  to  be  traced  to  the  necessity  of 
placing  the  overthrow  of  Croesus  farther  back  in  Grecian 
history ;  but  an  examination  of  Herodotus  will  establish 
this  conclusion. 

Mr.  Clinton  says  that  *'  The  government  of  Pisistratus 
at  Athens  ....  coincides  with  the  reign  of  Cyrus  and  the 
rise  of  the  Persian  empire;  and,  consequently,  with  that 
point  of  time  at  which  sacred  history  first  touches  upon 
profane."  If  this  be  correct,  how  immensely  important  it 
is  to  fix  the  relation  which  the  government  of  Pisistratus 
bears  to  the  reign  of  Croesus  1 

Herodotus  gives  an  account  of  Pisistratus  which  I  will 
state  concisely,  observing  in  the  commencement,  that 
Pisistratus  could  not  have  been  very  young  when  he 
first  attempted  the  tyranny ;  for  some  years  before  he  had 
"  acquired  renown  in  the  expedition  against  Megara  by 
taking  Niseea,  and  displaying  other  illustrious  deeds." 
"  Not  long  after  the  tyrant  had  possessed  himself"  of  the 
whole  power,  for  the  first  time,  the  parties  of  Megacles 
and  Lycurgus  being  reconciled,  expelled  him.  But  the 
factions  which  united  to  eject  Pisistratus  renewed  their 
mutual  animosities,  when,  at  length,  Megacles,  wearied 
by  these  disorders,  negociated  the  return  of  Pisistratus, 
through  an  alliance  with  his  daughter ;  at  which  time  the 
tyrant  had  already  "  sons  grown  up."  The  conduct  of 
Pisistratus  to  the  daughter  of  Megacles  was  concealed  for 
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some  time,  probably  nearly  a  year,  when,  the  cause  of  her 
haying  no  family  being  discovered,  Pisistratus  fled.  At  Herod,  i.  ei. 
that  time  he  consulted  with  his  sons  on  the  state  of  afiairs, 
when,  in  consequence  of  the  opinion  of  Hippias,  it  was 
determined  that  they  should  again  attempt  to  recover  the 
tyranny.  In  the  eleventh  year  of  the  second  exile  they 
advanced  to  Marathon,  and  there  encamped  until  those 
well  affected  to  their  cause  joined  them,  when  they 
advanced  upon  Athens  and  possessed  it  for  the  third 

^IQjg  Herod,  i.  62. 

Herodotus  then  concludes  the  sixty-fourth  chapter  by 
shewing  the  state  to  which  the  usurpation  of  Pisistratus 
had  reduced  Athens,  thus  explaining  why  Croesus  pre- 
ferred uniting  with  Sparta.  "  Pisistratus  was  now  tyrant 
over  Athens  •,  but  many  of  the  Athenians  fell  in  the  battle, 
while  others  fled  from  their  homes  with  the  son  of 
Alcmaeon.  Such,  therefore,  were  the  circumstances  of 
the  Athenians  at  the  time  Croesus  made  his  inquiries."  ^«"'*»^*»^- 
Or,  according  to  Volney,  "  such  was  the  state  which 
Croesus  then  learned  the  Athenians  were  in."  Evidently, 
then,  Pisistratus  was  established  in  the  tyranny  for  the 
third  time  when  Croesus  sent  to  inquire  as  to  the  state  of 
Athens.  Nor  am  I  alone  in  this  view  of  Herodotus: 
Solinus  the  Grammarian  says^  Cyrus  entered  Sardis  the 
fifty-eighth  Olympiad ;  he,  therefore,  most  probably  under- 
stood it  to  be  the  third  tyranny  of  Pisistratus.  Diogenes 
Laertius  says,  Periander,  tyrant  of  Corinth,  died  when 
nearly  eighty  years  of  age.  Sosicrates,  of  Rhodes,  asserts 
it  was  forty  years  before  Croesus,  and  one  year  before  the 
forty-ninth  Olympiad :  this  brings  to  the  same  result.* 

*  Mr.  Clinton  makes  the  first  usurpation  of  Pisistratus,  Olymp. 
55y  1,  and  the  overthrow  of  Croesus  in  the  fourteenth  of  Cyrus  mst^d 
of  his  fourth,  Olymp.  58,  3 ;  quoting  these  two  very  authorities.  It 
is  also  true,  that,  by  calculating  fourteen  years  to  the  second  exile  of 
the  tyrant,  he  makes  the  mission  of  Croesus  during  the  second  tyranny, 
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chaptebix.    Volney  complains  greatly  of  Herodotus  being  so  under- 

Reaeiffch^^      stood ;   but  who  Can  understand  bim  otherwise  ?     An 

argument  in  corroboration  may  be  urged  from  the  family 

^«^c™»-       of  the  Alcmffionidae."*^    Their  pedigree  appears  to  be  this  : 


Meoacles  headed  the  faction,  i.  59. 

! 

Alcmjeon  visited  Croesus,  yi.  125.  Daughter  m.  Pisistratus. 

Megacles  m,  Clisthenes*  daughter,  yi.  127. 

I 


CiJSTHENES  bribed  the  Pythian,  v.  66.  Hifpocbates. 


Megacles.  Agabista. 

i 
Febicles. 


The  Megacles  who  married  Clisthenes'  daughter 
was  grandson  of  the  Megacles  who  headed  the  faction ; 
Pisistratus  would  not  have  despised  the  alliance  with  the 
grand-daughter  of  Clisthenes ;  nor,  had  the  Megacles 
who  headed  the  faction  been  the  same  as  he  who  married 
Clisthenes'  daughter,  would  Herodotus  have  been  silent 
respecting  that  fact :  it  was,  therefore,  the  son  of  that 
Megacles  who  headed  the  faction,  who  was  coadjutor  to 
the  Lydian  sent  by  Croesus  to  inquire  respecting  the  state 
of  Athens,  and  whom  Croesus  rewarded.  The  mission  of 
Croesus  was  not,  therefore,  during  the  same  generation  as 
that  in  which  Pisistratus  first  attempted  the  tyranny. 

We  must  next  determine  how  much  of  the  entire  rule 
of  the  Pisistratidae  was  occupied  by  the  third  tyranny  of 

and  his  overthrow  during  the  second  exile  of  Pisistratus.  But  the 
proper  length  of  each  tyranny  would,  I  think,  prevent  this.  This 
subject  will  shortly  be  discussed. 

*  Alcmsson,  who  visited  Croesus,  was  the  same  generation  as 
Clisthenes  who  won  the  Pythian  prize,  about  the  fifth  [?]  Olympiad. — 
Pausanias,  X.  7.  If  Tisander,  who  was  father  to  Isagoras,  was  the 
same  as  the  father  of  Hippoclides,  this  pedigree  would  receive  con- 
firmation.— Hebod.  vi.  129 ;  v.  66. 
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the  father.  The  dominion  was  possessed  by  the  family 
thirty-six  years,  the  three  last  of  which,  and  the  fourth,  Herod,  t.  65. 
which  was  current  when  Hippias  retired,  were  under  him 
alone.  But  this  leaves  three  points,  more  or  less,  of  con- 
jecture; 1.  How  long  each  tyranny  and  exile  lasted; 
2.  How  long  Hipparchus  lived  after  his  father ;  3.  Whe- 
ther the  thirty-six  years  are  to  be  computed  from  the  first 
attempt  or  from  the  third  establishment  in  the  tyranny. 

There  is  a  diversity  of  opinion  respecting  the  length  J^^^^J^f 
of  each  tyranny  and  exile,  as  will  be  seen  by  the  following 
table  extracted  from  Mr.  Clinton's  work,  together  with 
his  own  view  added  : 


Corsini. 

Barthllamy. 

Larcher. 

BlAir. 

Clavier. 

Du  Fresnoy. 

Clinton. 

First  Tyranny.. 

1 

1 

1 

2 

10 

[1] 

6 

First  Exile  .... 

1 

2 

5 

1 

5 

[5] 

6 

Second  Tyranny 

4 

^    30 

1 

1 

2 

1 

[2] 

Second  Exile  . . 

14 

11 

11 

11 

11 

10 

Third  Tyranny 

12 

15 

18 

5 

[15] 

10 

32 

33 

33 

33 

33 

33 

34 

Viewing  the  history  alone,  without  attempting  to  re- 
concile the  chronology,  it  strikes  me  that^  respecting  the 
first  tyranny;  Corsini,  Barthelamy,  Laroher,  and  Du 
Fresnoy,  are  nearest  the  truth ;  for,  Pisistratus  being  ex- 
pelled "  not  long  after  he  possessed  himself  of  the  tyranny," 
cannot  be  stretched  into  six,  far  less  into  ten  years.  In 
Clavier  there  is  an  evident  attempt  to  salve  the  system ; 
for  to  suppose  the  first  tyranny,  which  was  "  not  long," 
to  have  been  twice  as  long  as  the  tyranny,  to  which  the 
history  of  the  others  was  but  introductory,  is  so  extrava- 
gant that  I  shall  not  notice  him  any  farther. 

I  am  more  in  doubt  respecting  the  first  exile ;  the  two 
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Thirty-dx  yean 
from  first  ty< 
>wiiiy. 


Herod,  yi.  107. 


Thucidides. 


years  of  Barth^lamy  appear  preferable  to  the  one  only 
which  is  the  allowance  of  Corsini  and  Blair;  but  the 
expression,  "  at  length  Megacles  wearied,"  &c.  might  be 
extended  to  the  five  years  of  Larcher,  Clavier,  and  Du 
Fresnoy;  and,  as  there  is  a  doubt,  I  must  take  that 
which  is  most  favourable  to  the  historian  .''^ 

Larcher,  Clavier,  and  Du  Fresnoy,  are  probably  cor- 
rect in  giving  one  year  to  the  second  tyranny  and  eleven 
to  the  second  exile;  and  allowing,  with  Corsini,  thirty- 
two  years  for  the  whole  amount,  this  would  leave  fourteen 
years  for  the  last  tyranny. 

The  next  two  points  may  be  discussed  together.  I 
suppose  that  the  thirty-six  years'  dominion  of  the  Pisis- 
tratidsB  are  to  be  computed  from  the  first  tyranny,  and 
that  Hipparchus  lived  but  a  short  time  after  his  father. 
According  to  the  common  chronology  it  is  necessarily 
held  that  the  thirty-six  years  mentioned  by  Herodotus 
are  to  be  counted  from  the  third  tyranny  of  Pisistratus ; 
and,  as  Hippias  reigned  between  three  and  four  years 
alone  after  the  death  of  Hipparchus,  this  would  suppose 
Hipparchus  to  have  lived  fifteen  years  after  his  father ; 
but  Hippias,  when  going  to  Marathon,  looked  forward  to 
dying  an  old  man  in  his  palace,  though  at  that  time  he 
was  *^  advanced  in  years."  This  description  might  admit 
of  his  being  about  threescore,  but  certainly  not  more.  Now, 
upon  the  second  expulsion  of  Pisistratus,  lie  consulted 
with  sons ;  and  this  was  natural,  for  they  were  grown  up 
when  their  father  married,  in  the  commencement  of  the 
previous  tyranny :  Hippias  then,  the  eldest  of  the  three, 
must  have  been  of  age  at  the  time  of  the  second  expul- 
sion. These  data  will  enable  us  to  test  the  different 
schemes  in  the  above  table. 


*  But  Aristotle  computes  seventeen  years  for  the  last  tyranny ;  if 
so,  this  would  admit  of  only  two,  instead  of  five  years,  for  the  second 
exile. 
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Age  of  Hippias  at  2d  expulsion 
Period  of  2d  exile 

Conini. 

Larcher. 

Blair. 

Du  Fresnoy. 

Clinton. 

Self. 

21 
14 
12 
4 
20 

21 
11 
15 
4 
20 

21 
11 
18 
4 
20 

21 
11 
15 
4 
20 

21 
10 
10 
4 
20 

21 
11 
14 

4 
20 

Period  of  3d  tyranny 

Hippias  reigned  alone 

To  Marathon  (as  is  supposed) 

Making  the  age  of  Hippias "% 
when  at  Marathon  . . . .  ) 

71 

71 

74 

71 

65 

70 

Thus,  without  allowing  any  time  for  the  reign  of 
Hipparchus,  it  will  be  difficult  to  make  Hippias  much 
less  than  seventy  at  Marathon,  which  is  too  old.  My 
own  belief  is,  that  Herodotus  does  not  allow  so  much  as 
twenty  years  from  the  expulsion  of  Hippias  to  Marathon ; 
but  this  will  only  make  the  matter  worse  by  bringing  the 
inquiry  of  Croesus  so  much  nearer  Marathon,  as  shall  be 
shewn  directly ;  but  to  add  fifteen  years  would  make 
Hippias  eighty-five  or  eighty-six  at  the  battle  of  Mara- 
thon. We  must,  therefore,  conclude  that  the  rule  of  both 
Hippias  and  Hipparchus  is  included  in  the  thirty-six 
years  of  Herodotus.  And,  as  the  history  commences 
with  the  first  tyranny,  so  the  time  which  Herodotus  gives 
must  date  from  the  commencement  of  the  history.  But 
how  inconsistent  are  they  who  explain  the  thirty-six  years  as 
referring  solely  to  the  last  tyranny  of  Pisistratus  together 
with  the  government  of  his  sons,  excluding  the  former 
tyrannies  of  Pisistratus;  and  yet  they  say  that  it  was 
during  one  of  the  former  tyrannies  that  Croesus  sent  to 
Athens ;  so  that  the  very  event  for  which  the  whole 
account  is  introduced  is  excluded  from  the  chronological 
data  which  accompany  the  history. 

I  will  here  pause  to  recapitulate  the  points  which  we 
have  attained. 

If  violence  is  not  done  to  the  language  of  Herodotus, 
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I  think  we  must  admit,  1 .  That  PiBistratus  was  ruling 
for  the.  last  time  when  Croesus  sent  to  Greece ;  2.  That 
the  thirty-Bix  years'  tyranny  must  be  reckoned  to  com- 
mence with  the  first  rule  of  Pisistratus  aud  end  with  the 
expulsion  of  bis  son. 

We  are  now  prepared  to  teat  the  agreement  between 
the  Grecian  and  Asiatic  chronology  of  Herodotus :  Croesus 
consulted  the  Oracles  during  the  last  tyranny 
of  Pisistratas ;  if,  then,  we  suppose  it  to 
have  been  the  very  first  year  of  the  last 
tynttmy,  and  allow  three  years  hetween  his 
inquiry  and  overthrow,  the  space  hetween 
his  overthrow  and  Marathon  would  he,  ac-  I 

cording  to  Corstni,  33 ;  Larcher,  36 ;  Blair, 
39;  DuFresnoy,36;Clinton,31;  and, accord- 
ing to  the  numbers  I  adopt,  35  years.  Ac- 
cording to  the  Asiatic  data,  Sardis  was  taken 
the  fourth  of  Cyrus.  There  were,  then,  of 
the  reign  of  Cyrus,  26 ;  Cambyses,  8 ;  and  of 
Darius,  when  Marathon  was  fought,  31 
years;  making,afler  the  overthrow  of  Croesus,  |;'  s 
65  years.  This  would  make  the  reigns  of  "^ 
Cyrus  and  Darius  to  synchronize  for  20 
years.  Hence  we  learn  why  it  has  been 
assumed  that  Hipparchus  reigned  for  fifi^en 
years  after  the  death  of  his  father.  For  | 
in  this  manner  the  reign  of  Crce&us,  and 
so  of  Cyrus  also,  was  thrown  back  so  many 
years. 

Bat  I  will  urge  this  point  a  little  fiirther. 
The  inquiries  of  Croesns  must  have  been  not 
only  during  the  third  tyranny  but  when  it 
was  lar  advanced ;  by  which  1  shall  prove 
that  Croesus  was  reigning  within  five  years  of  the  termin- 
ation of  the  last  tyranny  of  Pisistratus.    This  may  be  seen 
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by  the  history  of  Cimon  and  Miltiades.    Their  relation- 
ship appears  to  have  been :  SSffi[*°* 

Stesagobas,  Herod,  vi.  34.  Mothxe.  Ctpsilus. 

I ^1     I I 

Cimon  won  three  races,  vi.  103.  Miltiadm  liberated  by  Cnssiu,  yi.  37. 


Stesaqokab  succeeded  his  uncle,  yi.  38.  Mutiadm  fought  Marathon,  wi.  39. 

CmoN,  yi.  136. 

The  chronology  of  these  events  appears  to  be  this :  SHraipi^.*"^ 
the  first  race  won  by  Cimon  was  the  very  victory  for 
which  Miltiades  was  crowned."*^     Had  Miltiades  himself 
ever  been  victor,  it  must  have  been  before  the  first  victory 
of  Cimon ;  but  I  cannot  fancy  that  after  a  real  victory  he 
would  have  been  solicitous  for  a  fictitious  one.     Cimon, 
having  obtained  the  victory  for  the  third  time,  was  mur- 
dered, apparently  the  same  night,  through  the  spleen  of  Herod,  ti.  103. 
the  sons  of  Pisistratus,  the  tyrant  himself  being  dead. 
The  third  victory  was  the  ninth  year  from  the  first  victory, 
and  Miltiades  being  crowned  for  the  first  before  he  went 
to  the  Chersonesus,  and   Pisistratus  being  dead  before  ▼!.  35. 
Cimon  was  murdered,  Miltiades  must  have  gone  to  his 
government  within  eight  years  of  the  termination  of  the 
last  tyranny  of  Pisistratus ;   Miltiades  then  took  some 
time  in  building  his  defensive  wall  before  he  made  war 
with  Lampsacus,  when,  being  taken   prisoner,  he  was  vi.  37. 
liberated  through  the  intervention  of  Croesus ;  this  could 
not  have  been  more  than  five  years  from  the  end  of  the 
last  tyranny.    Miltiades  was  still  reigning,  after  the  death  ▼!.  103. 
of  Pisistratus,  when  Cimon  was  murdered,  though  from 
the  tenor  of  the  history  he  does  not  appear  to  have  ruled 
long  after  he  was  liberated  by  Croesus,  therefore  Croesus 
himself  must  have  reigned  until  the  close  of  the  last 
tyranny  of  Pisistratus. 

*  Such,  I  learn  from  Clinton,  is  the  opinion  of  Palmerius.  Larcber 
is  at  a  loss  when  to  fix  the  victory. 
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SonsofPisistra- 
tns  reigned  ftrar 
yean. 


fierod.  yi.  40. 


▼.  55. 


From  ezpuMon 
of  Hippias  to 
MBnkbxm. 

Herod,  yi.  18. 


▼1.31. 


▼i.41. 
▼i.  61,  62. 


yi.43. 

▼1.46,95. 

yi.  102. 

Ist  tynumy  •  *    1 

Istezlle 5 

2d  tyranny ...     I 

2dexUe 11 

3d  tyranny ...  14 

32 


From  this  history  there  is  also  very  strong  presumption 
that  the  sons  of  Pisistratus  did  not  rule  above  four  years 
after  their  father  s  death.  The  war  in  which  Miltiades 
was  captured  continued  until  the  death  of  his  successor 
Stesagoras^  who,  therefore,  could  not  have  reigned  very 
long ;  and  Miltiades,  son  of  Cimon  and  successor  of 
Stesagoras,  must  have  assumed  the  government  of  Cher- 
sonesus  soon  after  the  death  of  Pisistratus.  He  governed 
apparently  about  three  or  four  years  before  the  Ionian 
troubles,  at  the  commencement  of  which  Athens  was 
already  freed  from  its  tyrants,  which  admits  of  the  sons 
of  Pisistratus  ruling  for  not  more  than  four  years  after 
the  death  of  their  father,  their  rule  terminating  therefore 
not  above  eight  or  nine  years  after  the  time  that  we  have 
seen  Croesus  was  still  reigning.* 

I  will  now  state  the  grounds  for  supposing  that 
Herodotus  does  not  allow  so  much  as  twenty  years  from 
the  expulsion  of  Hippias  to  Marathon.  From  the  revolt 
of  Aristagoras  to  the  taking  of  Miletus  were  six  years 
current.  And  three  years  after,  the  battle  of  Marathon 
was  fought,  as  appears  by  the  following  references  :  After 
taking  Miletus  the  Persians  wintered  there,  and  the  fol- 
lowing year  subdued  Chios,  Lesbos,  Tenedos,  and  the 
Ionian  cities  on  the  continent.  Miltiades,  hearing  that 
the  Phcenicians  were  at  Tenedos,  fled  from  Cardia  and 
arrived  at  Athens ;  that  year  the  Persians  attempted  no 
further  hostilities  against  the  lonians.  The  following 
spring  Mardonius  takes  the  sole  command,  and  by  com- 
paring vi.  46  and  96,  we  see  that  in  the  next  year  the 
forces  were  led  to  Marathon.  The  chronology,  therefore, 
of  Herodotus  stands  thus :  from  the  first  tyranny  to  the 

*  Wesseling  says  he  neither  dares  nor  wishes,  without  the  aid  of 
manuscripts,  to  wipe  away  the  spots  which  he  sees  in  the  order  of 
time  as  here  stated. 
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final  expulsion  of  the  Pisistratidee  were  36  years;  the 

father  32,  the  sons  4  years. 

Marathon  was  later  than  the  death  of  Brutns  by  sixteen  n 

■^  b.  ..r-.- 

years  ;  and  the  kings  were  deposed  from  Rome  the  same 

year  as  the  death  of  Hipparchus.     Brutus  was  killed  in  Fiinj,b.iiiiT.4. 

the  year  of  his  consulate ;    be  *'  flourished  but  a  short 

time."    This,  therefore,  agrees  with  the  view  1  take  of 

Herodotus;    I  make  Marathon   the  uxteenth  year  from 

the  death  of  Hipparchus, 

jra. 

Crcesus  ceased  to  reign,  at  the  earliest,  thei 

29tfaofPisistratus;  of  his  reign  remained  >     4 

therefore J 

Miltiades'  command  in  the  year  of  Hip-)     „ 

pias's  reign i 

From  that  to  the  Ionian  troubles 4 

From  that  to  the  taking  of  Miletus 6 

From  that  to  Marathon  in  the  32d  of  Darius     3 


From  the  end  of  the  reign  of  Crcesus  to' 
the  battle  of  Marathon,  according 
Greek  data 


to. 
to^  1 


This  would  make  Hippias,  at  the  battle 
of  Marathon,  sixty-one  years  of  age,  which  is 
as  much,  I  think,  as  he  could  have  been. 

According  to  the  Asiatic  data : 

Croesus  ceased  to  reign  in  the  4th  of  Cyrus,!  qq 
leaving  of  the  reigu  of  Cyras J 

Cambyses  6,  and  to  the  battle  of  Marathon')  qq 
in  the  i)2d  of  Darius   i 


From  the  end  of  the  reign  of  CrtEsus  to) 
the  battle  of  Marathon    J 


65 


Here  are  two  systems  of  chronology  which  cannot  be 
reconciled,  hut  by  admitting  that  some  of  the  reigns  of  the 
Persian  kings,  which  are  supposed  successive,  were,  in  fact, 
contemporaneous ;  for  the  terminus  ad  quern  being  in  both 
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Cyrus  came  to 
the  throne  after 
Darius. 

Confirmed  by 
Herodotus. 
Ist  example. 


Herod,  i.  74. 
Herod.  ▼.  118. 


3d  example. 
Herod.  It.  120. 


Megasthenes 
In  Strabo. 
Jackson,  vol.  i. 
p.  341. 

Herod.  !▼.  76. 


3d  example. 


Clinton,  toI.  lii. 
p.  263. 


eases  the  same,  and  there  having  been  nineteen  years  from 
the  end  of  the  reign  of  Croesus  to  the  battle  of  Marathon 
in  the  thirty-second  of  Darius,  it  would  follow  that  Croesus 
was  dethroned  in  the  thirteenth  of  Darius.  And,  as 
Croesus  was  overthrown  in  the  fourth  of  Cyrus,  Darius 
commenced  to  reign  nine  years  before  Cyrus  came  to  the 
throne. 

Another  curious  and  important  fact  in  connexion  with 
this  subject  is,  that  Herodotus  himself  gives  evidence  of 
Astyages  and  Darius  not  having  lived  at  very  distant 
periods ;  for  example,  Syennesis,  king  of  Cilicia,  was  con- 
temporary with  Cyaxares  the  predecessor  of  Astyages ; 
but  the  daughter  of  Syennesis,  king  of  Cilicia,  was  con- 
temporary with  Darius.  But  it  is  said,  that  Syennesis 
was  a  name  common  to  all  the  Kings  of  Cilicia.  I  will, 
therefore,  give  another  instance. 

Idanthirsus,  king  of  the  Scythians,  was  nephew  to 
Anacharsis,  who  was  contemporary  with  Croesus.  Idan- 
thirsus also  was  opposed  in  war  to  Darius.  Idanthirsus, 
king  of  the  Scythians,  also  forced  Cyaxares  to  raise  the 
siege  of  Nineveh.  It  must  have  been  the  same  king,  for 
Herodotus  gives  us  his  progenitors  for  four  generations, 
SpargapitheSy  Licus,  Grunus,  Saulius,  and  Idanthirsus. 
H^re  then  we  have  the  same  King  of  the  Scythians  alike 
contemporary  with  Darius  Hystaspes  and  Cyaxares. 
This  confirms  the  former  example  of  the  King  of  Cilicia 
being  contemporary  with  Cyaxares,  and  his  daughter  with 
Darius. 

Mr.  Clinton  observes  a  difficulty  in  Herodotus'  placing 
the  birth  of  Cyrus  about  twenty  years  before  the  close  of 
the  reign  of  Astyages,  and  in  Harpagus,  after  the  fall  of 
Sardis,  commanding  in  Ionia.  '*  But,  if  Harpagus  had  a 
son  older  than  Cyrus,  it  is  not  likely,"  says  he,  **  that 
Cyrus  should  have  been  nearly  sixty  when  Harpagus  was 
in  the  '  command  of  an  army.'  " 
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Harpagus  commanded  the  Persian  army  of  Cyrus 
which  was  to  carry  on  the  conquest  of  Lower  Asia, 
while  Cyrus  vanquished,  without  exception,  every  nation 
of  Upper  Asia.  This  brings  us  to  nearly  the  close  Herod. i. 
of  the  reign  of  Cyrus.  But  this  is  not  all,  Harpagus 
still  commanded  the  Persian  army  when  he  defeated 
Histiseus. 

Here,  then,  are  three  instances  of  individuals  of  th« 
same  name,  and  holding  the  same  office,  being  contem- 
porary alike  with  Astyages  and  Darius. 

I  will  give  another  instance  relating  to   the   same  *«»  example. 
time. 

Anaxandrides  and  Ariston,  kings  of  Sparta,  were 
contemporary  with  Crcesus  at  the  time  when  the  bones  of 
Orestes  were  found.  Before  which  event  the  Lacedse- Herod,  i.  67. 
monians  were  unprosperous  in  their  wars  with  the 
Tegeans ;  but,  between  this  time  and  the  mission  of 
Croesus  to  Greece,  most  part  of  the  Peloponnesus  had 
become  subject  to  the  Lacedaemonians.  Anaxandrides  Herod,  i.  69. 
and  Ariston,  therefore,  must  have  been  contemporary 
with  Croesus  early  in  the  reign  of  the  Lydian. 

Leonidas,  son  of  one  of  these  kines,  commanded  at  Herod,  yii.  208, 

'  ^   '  ,209. 

Thermopylee,  and  Demaratus,  son  of  the  other,  was  in 
the  camp  of  Xerxes  at  the  same  time.  So  that,  accordin'g 
to  the  Grecian  data^  there  were  two  generations ;  where, 
according  to  the  Asiatic  data^  there  were  three  entire 
reigns,  namely,  those  of  Cyrus,  Cambyses,  and  Darius, 
with  six  years  of  Xerxes,  and  about  as  many  more  of 
Croesus,  or  about  eighty-five  years. 

From  the  speech  of  Praxaspes  to  Cambyses  we  might  5th  example. 
be  led  to  suppose  that  Astyages  and  that  monarch  had 
waged  war  against  each  other.     *'  If,  indeed,  dead  men  Herod,  m.  62. 
can  rise  again,  expect  another  rebellion  from  Astyages  the 
Mede."     If  the  father  of  Cambyses  rebelled  against  and 
overthrew  his  grandfather  Astyages,  and  so  founded  the 
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Persian  monarchy,  it  would  be  absurd  even  in  a  courtier 
to  call  this  a  rebellion  of  Astyages.  It  was,  moreover^  out 
of  date,  for  the  enmity  of  Cambyses  to  the  Medes,  and 
dread  of  their  resumption  of  power,  shews  that  there  was 
something  more  personal  and  of  later  occurrence.  It  is 
exactly  the  converse  of  the  feeling  of  Astyages  when 
betrayed  by  Harpagus,  and  is  more  like  the  soreness  of  a 
contemporary  than  the  malevolence  of  one  removed  four 
generations  from  the  other. 

That  some  confusion  existed  in  the  chronology  of 
Herodotus  seems  early  to  have  been  perceived;  but  I 
think  the  confusion  became  greater  through  the  attempts 

Herod,  hr.  166.  made  to  clcar  it.  Herodotus  says  that  Darius  was  the 
first  person  who  coined  the  darics ;  but  *^  Suidas,  Harpo- 
cration,  and  the  scholiast  of  Aristophanes,  tell  us  that 
they  were  coined,  not  by  the  father  of  Xerxes,  but  by  an 
earlier  Darius,  by  Darius  the  First,  by  the  first  King  of 
the  Medes  and  Persians  who  coined  gold  money."  This 
was  said,  I  presume,  because  of  the  chronological  diffi- 
culty, for  it  is  in  direct  defiance  of  Herodotus,  who  says, 
not  only  that  it  was  Darius  Hystaspes,  but  he  adds  that 
Aryandes,  who  had  been  appointed  governor  of  Egypt 
by  Cambyses,  imitated  Darius  by  making  an  equally 
pure  silver  coinage,  and  that  Darius  killed  him  in 
consequence. 

The  resemblance  of  the  coin  to  the  sculpture  on  the 
tomb  of  Darius  Hystaspes  is  confirmatory  of  both  de- 
noting the  same  king.  '^  The  darics  were  stamped  on  one 
side  with  the  effigies  of  an  archer,  who  was  crowned  with 
a  spiked  crown,  had  a  bow  in  his  left  hand  and  an  arrow 

Newton's  chron.  in  his  right,  and  was  clothed  with  a  long  robe."  So  on 
the  tomb  of  Darius  there  is  a  figure  ^^  dressed  in  an 
ample  robe,  flowing  to  his  ancles;  in  his  left  hand  he 
holds  a  strong  [strung?]  bow ;  his  right  hand  is  stretched 
half  out,  with  the  hand  quite  open ;"  his  head,  however. 


sir  L  Newton, 
Chron.  p.  819. 
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is  quite  bare;  but  ''another  figure  floats  alofl  in  the 
air  ... .  appearing  as  if  it  had  issued  from  the  sun  « •  •  • 
this  aerial  personage,  or  perhaps  divine  intelligence, 
seems  supported  by  something  like  a  collection  of  sun- 
beams ....  it  is  habited  in  a  robe  similar  to  that  of  the 
man  on  the  pedestal,  with  the  hair  and  beard  in  the  same 
fashion;   but  the  head  is  covered  with  a  fluted  crown ;  sir R.Porter'i 

'  '  Trayel8,in 

the  left  hand  holds  a  large  and  massy  ring."     The  Fereur^  EoBemnuiier. 
or  shade  of  the  king,  is  still  crowned ;   but  he  has  ex- 
changed  the   bow,  the  emblem  of  power,  for  eternity, 
denoted  by  the  ring. 

Now  my  belief  is  that  Herodotus  is  correct  in  his 
circumstantial  account  of  Darius  Hystaspes  being  the  first 
to  coin  the  gold  darics,  though  he  is  mistaken  in  his 
Asiatic  chronology. 

It  will  be  interesting  to  compare  the  chronology  ^^  55^^*2?"- 
this  part  of  Herodotus  with  that  of  other  historians.  Ac-  ^.•"^^'''^" 
cording  to  him,  Astyages  reigned  thirty-five  years,  and 
Cyrus  twenty-nine,  making  sixty-four  years  from  the 
commencement  of  Astyages  to  the  last  of  Cyrus.  But, 
according  to  Abydenus  and  Polyhistor,  Busalossorus  pro-  cory,  pp.  59, 64. 
cured  from  Astyages,  when  satrap  of  Media,  his  daughter 
for  Nebuchadnezzar ;  and  thus  he  got  power  to  assume 
the  sovereignty  of  Babylon.  The  commencement  of  the 
reign  of  Busalossorus,  therefore,  was  at  least  not  prior  to 
the  beginning  of  the  reign  of  Astyages.  Busalossorus 
then  reigned  twenty-nine  years,  according  to  Berossus,  or 
twenty-one,  according  to  the  canon  of  Ptolemy.  Nebu- 
chadnezzar afterwards  reigned  forty-three  years.  So, 
whether  the  father  reigned  twenty-one  or  twenty-nine 
years,  Nebuchadnezzar  was  reigning  at  Babylon  all  the 
time  of  the  reign  of  Cyrus. 

We  have  seen  how  strongly  the  Persian  historians 
corroborate  this;  they  make  Lohorasp  appoint  Bakht- 
nassar   to  the  command  of  Irak-agem.      Lohorasp,  we 
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CHAPmix.  have  seen,  was  Darius  Hystaspes,  and  Balkt-nassar  was 
Nebuchadnezzar.  This  makes  Darius'  reign  to  commence 
before  Nebuchadnezzar's. 

We  have  already  detected  that  even  Herodotus,  when 
compared  with  himself,  puts  the  reign  of  Cyrus  in  this 
very  relation  to  the  reign  of  Darius. 

But  years  it  is  said  are  uncertain  things ;  let  us  then 

Herod,  i.  i8ft.i88.  try  the  historical  parallels.  According  to  Herodotus, 
there  were  two  Kings  of  Babylon,  father  and  son,  of  the 
name  of  Labynetus ;  and  between  their  reigns  intervened 
that  of  Nitocris.     The  elder  Labynetus  was  contemporary 

Herod,  i.  74.  with  Cyaxarcs,  king  of  Media,  and  Alyattes,  king  of 
Lydia,  at  the  time  of  the  eclipse  of  Thales ;  an  event 
which  we  have  seen   was   thirty  years  before  the  ter- 

Prideanx.  minatiou  of  the  reign  of  Cyaxares ;  yet  this  Labynetus 

is  conjectured   to  have  been  Nebuchadnezzar,  and  the 

Laioher.  younger  Labynetus,  whom  Cyrus  deposed,  to  have  been 

Nabonadius.  How  irreconcilable  is  this  with  other  his- 
tories! The  peace  between  Alyattes  and  Cyaxares  was 
cemented  by  a  marriage  between  Astyages,  son  of  Cy- 

Poiyhirtorand     axarcs,  and  the  daughter  of  Alyattes.      But  Nebuchod- 

cory^pp.  69,68,64.  rossorus  was  married  to  the  daughter  of  Astyages,  when 
he  was  very  young ;  for  some  years  after,  when  given  the 
command  of  the  army,  he  was  still  young ;  so  one  gene- 
ration intervened,  Nebuchadnezzar  being  in  the  third 
generation  from  Labynetus  the  First. 

In  fact,  no  resemblance  can  be  traced  between  Ne- 
buchadnezzar and  the  elder  Labynetus.  1.  Not  in  name, 
for  Labynetus  is  not  like  Nebuchadnezzar,  though  it 
is  not  dissimilar  to  Nabonadius,  the  L  and  N  being 
easily  changed.  Nor  is  there  a  uniform  dissimilarity,  for 
Labynetus  and  Labynetus  are  identical;  but  Nebuchad- 
nezzar and  Nabonadius  are  quite  dissimilar.  2.  There  is 
no  resemblance  in  their  connexions.     Labynetus  the  Se- 

Berossos  in  Cory,  -  __  ittitvtii* 

p.  41.  cond  was  son  to  Labynetus  the  First,  but  Nabonadius 
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was  no  relation  to  Nebuchadnezzar.  3.  There  is  no  simi- 
larity in  the  succession  of  reigns.  Between  the  two  kings 
of  the  name  of  Labynetus  one  person  reigned,  and  she 
was  Queen  Nitocris,  a  very  remarkable  person  ;  between 
Nebuchadnezzar  and  Nabonadius  reigned  two  or  three 
persons,  and  they  were  all  men  ;  so  that,  neither  in  their 
names,  relations,  contemporaries,  or  successors,  do  they 
agree. 

But  then  one  naturally  asks,  Why  are  Nebuchadnezzar 
and  Labynetus  forced  into  an  identity?  The  answer  is 
curious.  According  to  Herodotus,  Cyrus  took  Babylon 
from  Labynetus  the  Second,  and  the  Coresch  of  Scripture 
is  supposed  to  have  reigned  soon  after  Darius  the  Mede, 
and  to  have  assisted  him  in  taking  Babylon  from  Na- 
bonadius ;  therefore  it  is  assumed  that  Labynetus  the 
First  must  have  been  Nebuchadnezzar. 

Herodotus  gives  two  chronological  marks  for  the  reign  Nitocris,  five  ge- 

o  o  o      nerations  from 

of  Nitocris,  wife  of  Labynetus  the  First :  one  that  it  was  semiramis. 
five  generations  from  Semiramis,  or  I  suppose  about  166 
years.  This  period  of  time,  reckoning  back  from  where  I 
place  Nitocris,  would  throw  the  reign  of  Semiramis  above 
the  era  of  Nabonassar,  whereas,  reckoning  back  from 
where  Nitocris  is  placed  in  the  received  system,  Semi- 
ramis must  have  been  reigning  about  the  same  time  as 
Mardoc  Empadus.  This,  it  must  be  admitted,  is  a  difii- 
culty  with  which  the  received  system  is  embarrassed. 
The  next  chronological  mark  is  still  more  to  my  purpose. 
Nitocris  reigned  when  the  Median  power  was  rising,  and,  when  the  Me- 

o  r  o»  7  dian  power  was 

therefore,  in  the  reign  of  Cyaxares.  This  agrees  with  ™*°»- 
what  we  have  already  seen,  for  her  husband  was  reigning 
thirty  years  before  the  death  of  Cyaxares.  Nitocris 
reigned,  therefore,  in  the  generation  before  Nebuchad- 
nezzar's father.  Nabonadius,  according  to  the  received 
view,  reigned  when  the  Median  power  had  been  absorbed 
into  the  Persian ;  and  he  was  deposed  twenty  years  after 
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the  reign  of  Astyages  had  terminated.  So  that  between 
the  two  there  were  nearly  three  generations  or  five  reigns. 

If,  as  Herodotus  relates,  Nitoeris,  the  widow  of  the 
first,  and  mother  of  the  second  Labynetus,  was  reigning 
when  the  power  of  the  Medes  was  rising,  it  is  evident 
that  Labynetus  the  Second  must  have  been  overthrown 
by  that  warrior,  who  combined  with  the  rising  Median 
power  to  overthrow  the  Scythian,  and  who  did  seize  upon 
Babylon.  Clearly,  therefore,  the  capture  of  Babylon,  of 
which  Herodotus  speaks,  was  that  by  Basalossorus,  whom 
Herodotus  gave  the  name  of  Cyrus.  This  relieves  our 
author  of  many  difficulties,  and  frees  Berossus  from  the 
gross  anachronism  with  which  he  must  otherwise  be 
charged. 

Herodotus,  in  his  account  of  the  death  of  Cyrus,  seems 
to  have  mixed  together  events  which  occurred  to  different 
individuals,  and  events  which,  if  his  chronology  was 
correct,  occurred  forty  years  apart.  According  to  him, 
Cyrus  demanded  Tomyris,  queen  of  the  Scythians,  in 
marriage ;  and,  upon  her  refusal,  he  made  war  against 
her.  At  first  he  was  successful,  massacring  her  son  and 
his  army  when  they  were  drunk;  but,  subsequently, 
Tomyris  overcame  him,  and  cut  off  his  head,  &c.  Ctesias 
says  that  he  was  wounded  by  an  Indian,  when  warring 
against  the  Derbices,  of  which  wound  he  died  in  the 
camp;  and  that  Cambyses  sent  his  body  to  Persia  by 
Bagapates,  with  orders  to  pay  him  funeral  honours. 
Now  Ctesias  is  partly  confirmed  by  Arrian,  who  gives  us 
Aristobulus'  account  of  the  tomb  of  Cyrus  at  Pasargadae, 
which  he  was  ordered  by  Alexander  to  repair.  Quintus 
Curtius  also  mentions  the  tomb  of  Cyrus :  we  may  also 
quote  Plutarch  and  Strabo  to  the  same  effect. 

On  the  other  hand,  according  to  Trogus  Pompeius 
and  Jornandes,  it  was  Darius  who  demanded  the  Scythian 
queen  in  marriage ;  and  a  fragment,  said  to  be  of  Me- 
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gasthenes,  which  I  shall  presently  quote,  says  Artaxerxes 
Assuerus,  son  of  Darius,  took  revenge  upon  the  party  of 
Tomyris,  which  had  artfully  betrayed  his  father.  The 
deaths  of  Cyrus  and  Darius  were,  according  to  Herodotus, 
above  forty  years  apart;  how  then  could  he  have  con- 
founded the  two?  I  think  it  probable  that  both  were 
engaged  in  this  war,  and  that  thus  what  befell  one  became 
transferred  to  the  other.  The  first  of  these  battles  I  am 
inclined  to  identify  with  the  massacre  of  the  Scythians, 
before  the  taking  of  Nineveh,  which  we  learn  from  Strabo 
was  by  Cyrus,  and  which  originated  the  feast  of  Sacaea. 

If  Herodotus  was  mistaken  as  to  the  point  of  contact  Jg^fe^^^ 
between  the  Grecian  and  Asiatic  chronology,  it  would 
create  confusion  in  like  manner  in  the  relation  between 
the  Grecian  and  Egyptian  chronology ;  I  am,  therefore, 
called  upon  to  say  a  few  words  upon  this  subject. 

Manetho,  as  quoted  by  Josephus,  complains  of  the 
incorrectness  of  Herodotus;  and,  according  to  Diodorus 
Siculus,  he  wilfully  related  fictions  respecting  the  Egyptian 
history:  nay,  Herodotus  himself,  in  his  account  of  theMM-rf^geof 
marriage  of  Cambyses,  confesses  that  he  departs  from  the 
Egyptian  records ;  but  I  think  his  own  improbable  story 
will  give  us  an  important  clue  to  the  truth.  He  says 
that  Amosis  deposed  Apries,  reigned  prosperously  for 
forty-four  years,  and  died  six  months  before  the  invasion 
of  Egypt  by  Cambyses,  which  Amosis  had  provoked  by 
his  deceit  respecting  the  beautiful  daughter  of  Apries. 
Cambyses  could  not  have  married  Nitetis  above  forty 
years  after  her  father's  death;  the  marriage  must  have 
been  twenty  or  thirty  years  before  the  end  of  the  reign  of 
Amosis.  I  shall  shew  that  probably  the  commencement  of 
the  reign  of  Amosis  synchronized  with  that  of  Cambyses. 

Herodotus    tells    us    that    Rhodope    was    taken    to£i«x*op«- 

^  ^       Herod.  iL  135. 

Egypt;   and,  from  her  having  been  fellow-servant  with 
iEsop,  the  fabulist,  he  concludes  that  she  was  contem- 
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porary  with  Amosis.  Strabo  says  that  she  was  mistress 
to  Sappho's  brother,  and  says  she  became  wife  to  a  king 
of  Egypt,  but  does  not  give  his  name.  iEsop  lived  at  the 
court  of  Croesus,  and  was  sent  by  him  to  Periander,  and 
was  killed  in  his  service.  As,  therefore,  he  was  a  slave 
before  he  was  at  the  court  of  Croesus,  and  as  Rhodope 
was  his  fellow-servant,  she  would,  according  to  my  view, 
have  been  contemporary,  not  with  Amosis,  but  with 
Psammeticus.  As  this  Egyptian  monarch  was  indebted 
to  the  Greeks  for  his  throne,  his  taking  a  Greek  for  his 
wife  would  not  be  improbable.  Now  ^lian  says  that 
Rhodope  was  wife  of  Psammeticus.  If  I  am  correct  in 
supposing  an  error  in  the  relation  which  the  Grecian 
chronology  of  Herodotus  bears  to  his  Asiatic,  such  error 
would  necessitate  this  very  difference,  which  we  find 
between  Herodotus  and  ^lian  in  the  Egyptian  history. 
Idanthirsus,  nephew  of  Anacharsis,  contemporary  with 
Croesus,  forced  Cyaxares  to  raise  the  siege  of  Nineveh ; 
he  opposed  Darius,  and  penetrated  to  the  borders  of 
Egypt,  which  was  in  the  days  of  Psammeticus :  these 
synchronisms  confirm  MYmn. 

The  voyage  of  the  Phoenicians  was,  according  to 
Strabo,  in  the  reign  of  Darius  Hystaspes;  according  to 
Herodotus,  it  was  in  the  time  of  Necho,  after  he  left  off 
building  the  canal ;  therefore,  if  these  two  statements  are 
correct,  Necho  and  Darius  were  contemporary.  Ac- 
cording to  my  supposition  they  were  contemporary  for 
about  a  dozen  years. 

These  few  examples  may  suffice  for  the  present  to 
shew  that  possibly  Herodotus  has  changed  or  mistaken 
the  relation  of  Egyptian  with  Grecian  history.  More  in- 
stances may  occur  when  I  come  to  the  conjectural  history. 
I  will  now  add  one  or  two  examples  to  shew  that  the 
history  of  Egypt  founded  on  the  statements  of  Herodotus 
differs  considerably  from  the  statements  of  other  historians. 
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Ctesias  says  that  Bagapates,  a  general  under  Cam-  ctesias. 
byses,  marched  against  and  overcame  Amyrtaeus,  king  of 
Egypt.  According  to  my  view,  Cambyses  or  Nebuchad- 
nezzar the  Second  was  reigning  at  the  time  of  the  rebel- 
lion and  defeat  of  Amyrtseus.  This  falls  in  with  the 
statement  of  Diodorus,  that,  from  the  time  Cambyses  con- 
quered the  nation,  the  Persians  reigned  for  the  space 
of  135  years,  reckoning  the  defections  of  the  Egyptians 
within  the  time,  135  +  331  B.C.  =  466  b.c.  for  the  date 
of  the  conquest  of  Egypt  by  the  Persians. 

The  Egyptians,  hearing  of  the  death  of  Xerxes,  sud- 
denly rose  against  the  Persians,  and  set  up  one  Inarus  to 
be  their  kins'.     This  was  the  second  year  of  the  seventy-  Diodorus  sic. 

./  ./     b.  xi.  ch.20. 

ninth  Olymp.  b.c.  463.     Clinton,  from  Thucydides,  makes 

it  Olymp.  80,  B.C.  460.     This  Inarus  was  a  Lybian  king,  Thucyd.i.io4,iio 

and  son  of  Psammeticus.     Strabo  says  that  the  Milesians  Herod,  ui.  is,  is. 

landed  in  Egypt  in  the  reign  of  Psammeticus  of  Egypt, 

and   Cyaxares   in   Media,    and   subsequently   conquered 

Inarus.     Is  it  not  probable  that  this  Psammeticus  was  Larcher,  note, 

Yol  i  o  552 

the  father  of  Inarus,  and  that  the  Egyptians  placed  the  traiuiation.* 
legitimate  successor  on  the  throne  ? 

Amosis  married  the  daughter  of  Psammeticus  the  wiikinaoii. 
Third,  says  Sir  G.  Wilkinson,  "  as  is  abundantly  testified 
in  the  sculptures  of  Thebes."  I  should  think  it  was  the 
daughter  of  this  Psammetic,  and  that,  in  fact,  he  married 
the  sister  of  Inarus,  and  possibly  we  may  guess  at  another 
reason  for  the  great  anger  of  Cambyses  against  Amosis — 
Was  it  discovered  that  he  had  any  thing  to  do  with  the 
rebellion  of  Inarus? 

I  fancy  I  can  see  the  same  Amosis  in  Herodotus, 
though  he  evidently  would  lead  us  to  believe  him  a  very 
different  person.  We  hear  of  the  Cyrenians  fighting 
against  Apries^  and  defeating  him,  which  ends  in  the  Herod,  w.  159. 
dethronement  of  Apries,  and  in  Amosis  being  crowned  in 
his  place.     This  Amosis  keeps  a  body-guard  of  merce-  Herod,  u.  162. 
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naries  against  the  Egyptians:  he  forms  friendship  and 
alliance  with  the  Cyrenians,  marrying  Ladice,  daughter 
of  Battus,  or  Arcesilaus ;  and  she  was  alive  when  Cam- 
byses  conquered  Egypt.  Then  we  hear  of  Pheretime, 
mother  of  the  third  Arcesilaus  and  sixth  King  of  Cyrene, 
getting  Aryandes,  in  the  reign  of  Darius,  to  send  forces 
against  Barce,  where  her  son  had  been  killed,  because  he 
had  been  a  partisan  of  the  Medes,  and  acknowledged 
submission  to  Cambyses.  Now  the  army,  consisting  of 
the  whole  standing  forces  of  Egypt,  was  commanded  by 
Amosis,  one  certainly  who,  Herodotus  says,  was  of  Mara- 
phian  blood,  a  noble  tribe  of  Persians. 

After  they  succeed  against  Barce,  although,  as  Hero- 
dotus says,  the  intention  of  Aryandes  was  to  effect  the 
subjection  of  Lybia,  yet  Amosis  will  not  let  the  Persians 
attack  Cyrene.  Still,  by  some  secret  influence,  the 
Cyrenians  give  provisions  to  the  army  for  their  journey. 
Now,  supposing  this  was  the  same  Amosis  allied  to 
Arcesilaus,  the  whole  would  be  clear  enough.  I  suspect 
that  the  Amosis,  general  of  all  the  Egyptian  forces,  is  the 
Amosis  whom  Herodotus  styles  king ;  but  who,  accord- 
ing to  Wilkinson,  is,  in  the  hieroglyphics,  designated  a 
tributary  king,  or  viceroy,  "  of  which  Egypt  afforded 
some  examples  after  the  Persian  conquest." 

I  think  in  Herod,  ii.  163,  the  antithesis  would  imply 
that  Amosis  was  not  an  Egyptian,  but  a  foreigner,  '*  Apries 
[the  Egyptian]  leading  the  strangers  against  the  Egypt- 
ians^ and  Amosis  [the  stranger]  leading  the  Egyptians 
against  strangersr 

It  is  remarkable,  that  in  the  old  chronicle  the  twenty- 
sixth  dynasty  is  called  Memphites,  and  consists  of  but 
seven  kings;  but  in  the  copies  of  Manetho  which  we 
possess,  the  twenty-sixth  dynasty  is  of  Saites  and  nine 
kings ;  so  we  have  Amosis  and  his  son  added,  and  as  they 
were  said  to  be  Saites  the  whole  dynasty  is  changed  to 
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Saites,  I  fancy  this  alteration  has  been  made  for  the  sake  of 
accordance  with  Herodotus  and  the  supposed  chronology 
of  Scripture ;  but  that  the  dynasty  did  properly  stop  with 
Vaphries,  and  Amosis  was  tributary  to  the  Persians  and 
contemporary  with  Cambyses  or  Nebuchadnezzar  the 
Second. 

I  must  not,  however,  run  into  conjectures  at  present ; 
I  have  brought  forward  some  evidence  to  shew  that  pro- 
bably Herodotus  is  mistaken  in  the  relative  bearing  of  his 
Egyptian  chronology  as  I  previously  did  with  respect  to 
his  Asiatic  chronology.  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  iElian, 
Ctesias,  Strabo,  or  Diodorus,  are  individually  worthy  of 
more  credit  than  Herodotus ;  all  of  them  taken  together 
would  be.  But  I  conceive  the  case  to  be  this,  Herodotus 
stands  convicted,  on  his  own  evidence,  of  an  error  in  the 
point  of  contact  between  Grecian  and  Asiatic  chronology, 
that  error  would  necessarily  involve  a  corresponding  con- 
fusion in  his  Egyptian  chronology.  We  next  find  in 
Herodotus  a  manifest  absurdity,  when  he  speaks  of  the 
relations  subsisting  between  Cambyses  and  the  Egyptian 
kings;  then,  turning  to  the  writers  I  have  named,  we 
find  between  them  and  him  the  very  difierence  in  the 
point  of  contact  between  Egyptian  and  Persian  chrono- 
logy, which  the  error  of  Herodotus,  respecting  Grecian 
and  Persian  chronology,  would  have  made  necessary. 
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Herod,  yiii.  94. 


Jackson,  after  citing  several  external  authorities,  concludes 
that  Herodotus  wrote  his  history  B.C.  444.  Modern  inquiries 
have  brought  the  date  much  lower.  Hengstenberg  places  it  as 
late  as  b.c.  408,  and  refers  to  Clinton  and  Dahlman.  We  have 
several  instances  after  444  B.C.,  and  one,  if  I  mistake  not,  after 
408  B.C. 

Adimantus  the  Corinthian  was  said  to  have  run  away  at 
Salamis,  and  to  have  been  warned  by  something  supernatural ; 
Herod.  Til.  137.     and  his  son  was  murdered  by  divine  interference.     This  hap- 
Thiic7dide8,ii.67.  pened  in  the  second  year  of  the  Peloponnesian  War,  B.C.  430. 

Darius  Nothus  began  to  reign  b.c.  423,  and  Herodotus  men- 
tions the  revolt  of  the  Medes  from  under  Darius  [Nothus],  and 
speaks  of  it  as  not  having  occurred  very  lately ;  on  the  contrary, 
he  says  that  the  Persians  <<  have  from  that  time  been  masters  in 
Asia." 

Herodotus  mentions  Zopyrus,  son  of  Megabyzus,  who  com- 
manded the  Persian  army  in  Egypt  against  the  Athenians  in  the 
reign  of  Artaxerxes;  and  he  certainly  does  not  speak  as  if 
Zopyrus  was  alive  when  he  wrote. 

Herodotus  mentions  Pausiris  who  succeeded  Amyrtaeus, 
which  Clinton  puts  at  B.C.  408.  But  it  might  have  been  when 
Amyrtaeus  was  in  the  Marshland. 

Lastly,  Herodotus  speaks  of  the  Peloponnesian  War  as  passed, 
which  concluded  b.c.  404.  He  says,  in  the  war  which  happened 
many  years  after  [the  battle  of  Plataea]  between  the  Athenians 
and  Peloponnesians,  when  the  Lacaedemonians  pillaged  the  rest 
of  Attica,  they  abstained  from  Decelea."  By  this  we  could 
scarcely  suppose  the  history  of  Herodotus  was  finished  before 
400  B.C. 
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THE   AUTHENTICITY  OF   HERODOTUS. 


In  speaking  of  the  Asiatic  nations  Strabo  assures  us  that 
there  never  had  been  any  account  transmitted  of  them  upon 
which  we  could  depend.  "  Some  of  these  nations,"  says  this 
judicious  writer,  "  the  Grecians  have  called  Sacse,  and  others 
Messagetse,  without  having  the  least  light  to  determine  them ; 
and,  though  they  have  pretended  to  give  a  history  of  Cyrus  and 
his  particular  wars  with  those  they  call  Messagetae,  yet  nothing 
precise  or  satisfactory  could  ever  be  obtained,  not  even  in 
respect  to  the  war.  There  is  the  same  uncertainty  in  respect  to 
the  ancient  history  of  the  Persians,  as  well  as  to  that  of  the 
Medes  and  Syrians.  We  can  meet  with  little  that  can  be  deemed 
authentic,  on  account  of  the  weakness  of  those  who  wrote,  and 
their  uniform  love  of  fable ;  for,  finding  that  writers  who  pro- 
fessedly dealt  in  fiction  without  any  pretensions  to  the  truth, 
were  regarded,  they  thought  that  they  should  make  their 
writings  equally  acceptable,  if,  in  the  system  of  their  history, 
they  were  to  introduce  circumstances  which  they  had  neither 
seen  nor  heard,  nor  received  upon  the  authority  of  any  person ; 
proceeding  merely  upon  this  principle,  that  they  should  be  most 
likely  to  please  people's  fancy  by  having  recourse  to  what  was 
marvellous  and  new.  On  this  account  we  may  more  safely  trust 
to  Hesiod  and  Homer,  when  they  present  us  with  a  list  of  demi- 
gods and  heroes,  and  even  the  tragic  poets,  than  to  Ctesias,  strabo  in  Bryant, 
Herodotus,  and  Hellanicus,  and  writers  of  that  class."  M.  Des  3d  edition. 
Vignoles  gives  a  quotation  from  Theopompus  in  Strabo  to  the  Des  vignoies, 
like  effect,  as  also  from  Lucian  and  Cicero ;  and  Josephus  says  p.Tss.* 
all  the  later  writers  demonstrate  that  Herodotus  told  lies.  Josephus  cont. 

Apion,  b.  i.  §  4. 

I  will  now  quote  from  one  of  Herodotus's  latest  defenders. 
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AryiNDix  II.    <<  We  may  with  confidence  place  the  conquests  of  Cyrus  in 
Asia  Minor  among  the  well-authenticated  facts  of  history.    Yet, 
from  the  details  as  given  by  Herodotus,  some  considerable  de- 
ductions must  be  made  ;  for  an  air  of  dramatic  embellishment  is 
Taylor,  Tniis-     apparent  throughout  the  narrative."  ....  "  Without,  then,  im- 

miasioii  of  BookSj 

p.  94,  peaching  the  character  of  Herodotus,  we  may  peruse  the  earlier 

portions  of  his  history  as  a  highly  entertaining  narrative,  held 
together  by  a  connected  thread  of  truth,  and  supporting  a  series 
of  incidents  which,  though  characteristic  of  the  times,  are  nearly 

Ditto,  p.  101.       destitute  of  historical  authority." 

Herodotus  appears  to  me  to  have  been  guileless,  credulous, 
and  superstitious,  his  veracity  considerable ;  but  his  discernment, 
especially  with  regard  to  religious  things,  weak.  Hence  his 
information  respecting  what  he  had  seen  may  be  good,  but  as 
to  what  he  had  heard  more  doubtful.  He  would  be  more  likely 
to  prefer  a  story  which  the  priests  told  him  fulfilled  some 
dream  or  oracle,  than  a  more  simple  matter-of-fact  narrative. 
He  would  pay  great  attention  to  the  records  of  eclipses,  and 
his  superstition  would  connect  them  with  the  events  said  to 
transpire  at  those  periods.  Looking  closely  into  his  history, 
there  seems  a  want  of  connexion  in  the  relation  of  some  of  the 
events,  particularly  the  Scythian  expeditions  of  Cyrus  and 
Darius,  and  a  crowding  of  events,  especially  in  the  reign  of 
Cambyses.  I  am  strongly  inclined  to  view  this  part  of  the 
record  as  a  contexture  of  events  arranged  to  fall  in  with  the 
eclipses  of  those  reigns,  which  he  probably  heard  of,  or  saw 
recorded,  at  Babylon.  His  materials  were,  I  think,  very  much 
the  same  as  the  Persian  traditions  which  we  now  have. 
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ON 


THE    CHRONOLOGY   OF  THE    CYROPiEDIA  WITH 
REGARD  TO  THE  LIFE  AND  REIGN  OF  CYRUS. 


I  HAVE  said,  in  page  300,  that  Xenophon  gave  Cyrus  but 
seven  years'  reign  in  Babylon.  Instead  of  examining  for  myself, 
I  followed  Prideaux  and  others,  not  being  aware  of  Bishop 
Pearce's  having  already  shewn  that  this  view  was  wholly  un- 
tenable. The  paper  to  which  I  refer  will  be  found  in  Jortin's 
"  Miscellaneous  Observations,"  vol.  i.  p.  49,  the  letter  A  being 
his  signature. 

As  the  Bishop  is  influenced  in  his  argument  by  the  sup- 
position that  Darius  the  Mede  (Dan.  v.  31)  was  Cyaxares,  he 
does  not  fairly  deduce  from  the  Cyropaedia  what  is  the  true 
chronology  of  Xenophon.  I  cannot,  therefore,  adopt  all  his 
arguments ;  so  the  method  I  purpose  pursuing  is,  first  to  state, 
in  his  own  words,  the  Bishop's  objections  to  the  commonly 
received  view,  and  then  I  will  state  what  appears  to  be  the 
chronology  of  the  Cyropaedia,  uninfluenced  by  any  extraneous 
matter. 

"  The  chronology  of  Cyrus's  life  and  reign,  which  is  generally 
followed  by  historians,  and  by  Dr.  Prideaux  in  particular,  is 
this:  —  They  reckon  that  he  lived  seventy  years  in  all;  that  he 
lived,  from  the  taking  of  Babylon,  nine  years,  seven  of  which 
he  reigned  alone  over  both  Persia  and  Media  (Cyaxares  being 
dead)  and  all  the  countries  which  he  conquered.  So  that,  at 
the  taking  of  Babylon,  he  was  (as  they  suppose)  sixty  years  old, 
i.e.  one  year  younger  than  Cyaxares  or  Darius  the  Mede,  whom 
Daniel,  chap.  v.  31,  declares  to  have  been  then  sixty-two  years 
old:  hence,  from  the  beginning  of  the  war  with  the  Baby- 
lonians to  the  end  of  it,  there  being  reckoned  twenty-one  years, 
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Ammux  III.  Cyrus  is  by  Dr.  Prideaux  said  to  have  been  forty  years  old 
when  he  first  set  out  from  Persia  with  his  army  to  the  assistance 
of  his  uncle  Cyaxares. 

**  This  is  the  common  computation  of  Cyrus's  chronology 
drawn  by  the  historians,  by  Dr.  Prideaux  particularly,  from 
Xenophon,  as  he  says. 

"  But, 

**  1.  It  is  false,  according  to  Xenophon. 

''2.  It  is  inconsistent  with  many  particulars  of  Xenophon  s 
history  of  Cyrus,  and  abounds  with  many  absurdities. 

**  I,  It  is  false;  for  Xenophon  nowhere  says  that  Cyrus 
reigned  but  seven  years  as  sole  king  of  the  Medes  and  Persians ; 
the  expression  made  use  of  in  Cyrop.  6,  8,  that  he  died  as  he 
was  going  to  Persia,  can  never  signify  the  seventh  year  ofy  but 
the  seventh  time  in  his  reign :  this  is  the  constant  use  of  the 
word  in  every  other  place  of  Xenophon's  Cyropaedia ;  and  then 
the  common  computation  falls  wholly  to  the  ground. 

^*  2.  It  is  inconsistent  with  many  particulars  of  Xenophon 's 
account  of  Cyrus,  and  abounds  with  absurdities. 

*<  He  tells  us,  book  8,  that,  after  the  taking  of  Babylon, 
Cyrus  staid  to  settle  matters  there;  that  he  then  came  to 
Cyaxares'  court  in  Media;  that  then  Cyaxares  offered  him  his 
daughter  for  a  wife,  telling  him  that  when  he  (Cyrus)  was  at 
his  Grandfather  Asty ages'  court,  and  a  boy,  he  used  to  play 
with  the  daughter  in  his  arms,  who  was  then  a  child,  but  could 
speak,  for  she  used  to  say  that  she  would  have  Cyrus  for  her 
husband:  to  this  Cyrus  replies  that  he  thanked  him  for  the 
offer,  but  must  consult  his  father  and  mother,  who  were  then 
living.  Upon  this  he  goes  to  Persia,  stays  there  some  time, 
and  having  his  parents'  consent  to  the  marriage,  he  returns  to 
Media,  marries  Cyaxares'  daughter,  and  when  he  is  dying,  in 
his  last  speech,  speaks  to  the  two  sons,  whom  he  had  by  her,  as 
to  young  men,  and  tells  the  elder  that  he  was  in  all  likelihood 
more  experienced,  which  seems  to  suppose  both  to  have  had 
some  knowledge  and  experience,  though  it  attributes  more  to 
the  elder. 

**  Now,  upon  this  account  of  Xenophon,  it  may  be  asked  if 
all  this  could  happen  to  Cyrus  within  the  compass  of  nine  years, 
which  is  all  the  time  that  Dr.  Prideaux  allows  between  the 
taking  of  Babylon  and  the  death  of  Cyrus  ? 
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"  Besides,  as  Cyrus  (accordiog  to  him)  was  sixty-one  at  the 
taking  of  Babylon,  we  will  suppose  him  to  have  been  sixty-two 
when  he  was  married;  then  this  daughter  of  Cyaxares  must 
have  been  fifty  years  old  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  because 
she  could  not  well  have  been  above  twelve  years  younger  than 
Cyrus,  if  she  could  speak,  and  he  played  with  her  at  her 
Grandfather  Astyages*  court,  which  he  left  at  the  age  of  fifteen 
or  sixteen,  according  to  Xenophon.  And  is  it  likely  that  he 
should  think  of  a  wife  at  sixty-two?  or  that  she  should  bear 
children  after  fifty  ? 

"  Again,  Cyrus's  parents  were  alive  when  he  married,  that 
is,  when  he  was  about  sixty- two  years  old  (that  itself  is  not  very 
probable  of  either,  much  less  of  both  parents) ;  but  a  little 
before  Cyrus's  death,  t.e.  in  his  last  and  seventieth  year,  Xeno- 
phon says,  that  they  were  dead  long  since,  as  the  course  of 
nature  required;  but  is  the  distance  of  eight  years  only  such  a 
long  period  as  to  be  called  long  since  / 

*<  Again,  the  daughter  of  Cyaxares,  at  the  time  of  her  mar* 
riage,  is  called  by  Xenophon  a  girl ;  and  he  adds  that  those  who 
supposed  her  to  have  been  Cyaxares'  sister,  not  his  daughter, 
were  mistaken,  for  then  she  must  have  been  an  old  woman ;  but 
if  she  was  above  fifty  years  old,  which  this  computation  makes 
her,  why  might  not  Cyaxares  have  a  sister  of  that  age  as  well 
as  a  daughter?  And  why  did  the  objection  of  being  an  old 
woman  lie  stronger  upon  the  sister  than  upon  this  antiquated 
virgin,  the  daughter  ? 

"  Lastly,  if  Cyaxares  was  but  sixty-two  at  the  taking  of 
Babylon,  and  this  marriage  of  his  'daughter  was  celebrated  the 
year  following,  that  is,  when  he  was  but  sixty-three ;  and  if  (as 
it  appears  from  this  computation)  the  daughter  was  fifty  years 
old,  then  Cyaxares  was  not  above  thirteen  years  older  than  his 
daughter,  which  is  an  absurdity  strong  enough  to  overthrow  any 
hypothesis." 

Such  is  the  Bishop's  reasoning  against  the  common  hypo- 
thesis; his  own  opinion  is  formed  upon  the  assumption  that 
Cyaxares  the  Second  was  Darius  the  Mede,  and  that  Cyrus  died 
at  seventy  years  of  age.  But  as  neither  one  nor  other  of  these 
suppositions  can  be  gathered  from  the  Cyropsedia,  Bishop 
Pearce's  reasonings  are  not  altogether  legitimate,  I  will  proceed 


192  D  APPENDIX  III. 

Affbwpix  III,    to  try  the  chronology  of  the  book  by  the  clear  facts  and  periods 
given  by  Xenophon  himself. 

1.  Cyrus  was  twelve  or  thirteen  when  he  went  to  the  Median 
court  (Cyr.  b.  i.) 

2.  He  staid  there  till  he  was  about  fifteen  or  sixteen ;  for, 
when  he  returned  to  Persia,  he  continued  one  year  longer  among 
the  boys,  and  the  Persians  passed  from  the  order  of  boys  to  that 
of  youths  at  the  age  of  sixteen  or  seventeen. 

3.  When  Cyrus  led  the  Persian  army  he  was  about  twenty- 
six  or  twenty-seven,  for  he  had  spent  ten  years  among  the  youths, 
and  was  then  in  the  number  of  grown  men. 

Cyrus  marches  with  all  possible  despatch  to  the  enemy's 
country ;  and  it  appears  that,  towards  the  close  of  the  first  year*s 
war,  when  winter  was  coming  on  (b.  vi.),  Cyrus  advanced 
against  Sardis.  The  messengers  returning  at  that  time  from  the 
Median  shews  that  it  could  not  have  been  later. 

From  Sardis  Cyrus  goes  against  Babylon.  Xenophon  does 
not  say  how  long  they  were  before  they  diverted  the  river.  We 
may  then  allow  a  year  for  the  capture  of  Babylon. 

Cyaxares,  we  may  notice,  was  not  at  the  capture  of  Babylon. 

When  things  were  settled  at  Babylon,  Cyrus  goes  to  Media, 
and  Cyaxares  gives  him  his  daughter.  We  must  allow  about 
ten  years  difference  between  the  ages  of  Cyrus  and  the  daughter 
of  Cyaxares,  for  him,  when  a  boy,  to  have  played  with  her,  a 
prattling  child. 

As  the  Persians  did  not  pass  from  the  order  of  youths  to 
that  of  grown  men  till  about  twenty-six  or  twenty-seven,  we 
can  scarcely  suppose  that  the  eldest  son  of  Cyrus,  when  he  had 
experience  fn  public  affairs,  was  less  than  twenty-five;  but  as 
that  is  uncertain  I  would  rather  take  the  age  of  Cyrus's  son  as 
a  test  to  see  how  the  history  harmonises  than  use  it  as  an 
argument  in  fixing  the  chronology. 

We  will  now  see  how  these  facts  and  probabilities  harmonise : 

Cyrus  was  twenty-six  or  twenty-seven  when  he  commenced 
the  war.  At  the  close  of  the  first  year  he  took  Sardis,  at  the 
close  of  the  second  year  he  took  Babylon ;  he  was,  therefore, 
twenty-eight  or  twenty-nine:  one  year  more  must  be  allowed 
for  the  settlement  of  affairs  in  Babylon.  For  the  journey  to 
Media,  then  to  Persia,  where  Cyrus  remained  some  little  time 
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with  his  parents,  and  back  to  Media  for  the  marriage,  will 
take  another  year ;  at  which  time,  therefore,  Cyrus  was  thirty 
or  thirty-one,  and  his  young  and  beauteous  bride  would  by 
this  calculation  be  twenty,  which  is  certainly  as  great  an  age  as 
we  can  admit. 

Cyrus  did  not  reigd  over  either  Media  or  Persia  until  after 
his  marriage,  for  he  received  the  one  as  his  wife*s  dowry,  and 
Cambyses  was  reigning  in  Persia  at  that  time,  if  we  give  him 
the  admitted  period  of  twenty-nine  ye^rs  for  his  reign,  both  his 
sons  might  have  passed  into  the  order  of  young  men  before  he 
intrusted  them  with  their  kingdoms.  And  he  himself  would 
have  been  somewhat  above  threescore  when  he  died. 

Such  appears  to  be  the  chronology  of  the  life  and  reign  of 
Cyrus  which  must  in  fairness  be  deduced  from  the  Cyropaedia. 
Those  who  take  it  for  authentic  history,  and  believe  that  there 
was  such  a  personage  as  Cyaxares  the  Second,  must  at  the  same 
time  take  the  events  in  the  time  and  order  which  Xenophon  gives. 
As  Cyaxares,  therefore,  was  not  at  the  taking  of  Babylon,  he 
could  not  have  been  Darius  the  Mede.  As  Cyrus  took  Babylon 
before  he  began  to  reign  either  in  Media  or  Persia,  we  may  not 
with  the  Astronomical  Canon  limit  his  reign  over  Babylon  to 
nine  years ;  but  as  he  began  to  reign  over  Babylon  about  two 
years  before  he  reigned  over  Media  and  Persia,  we  must  with 
the  Ecclesiastical  Canon  allow  him  thirty-one  years  over 
Babylon. 

Nor  are  we  at  liberty  to  take  the  authority  of  Xenophon  for 
the  isolated  fact  of  there  having  been  a  second  Cyaxares,  and 
then,  rejecting  his  history,  take  the  authority  of  Herodotus  for 
some  other  details,  as  if  the  two  narratives  could  be  consistent, 
for  the  machinery  of  the  Cyropaedia  turns  upon  the  relation 
between  Cyrus  and  Cyaxares,  and  the  machinery  of  this  part  of 
the  history  of  Herodotus  turns  upon  the  fact  which  he  asserts 
that  Astyages  had  no  son. 


CHAPTER  X. 


THE  CANON  OF  PTOLEMY. 


The  Astronomical  Canon  is,  perhaps,  my  most  formid- 
able adversary.  I  do  not,  however,  mean  to  undervalue 
the  evidence  from  astronomy ;  the  very  revelation  which  I 
desire  to  uphold  tells  us  that  the  heavenly  bodies  were 
**  for  signs  and  for  seasons,  and  for  days  and  for  years ;" 
and  it  would  be  weak  to  attempt  exalting  the  revelation 
by  the  Divine  Word  at  the  expense  of  depreciating  the 
manifestation  of  the  heavenly  bodies.  Yet,  without  im- 
peaching the  veracity  of  the  author,  we  may  discriminate 
between  that  which  is  comparatively  certain  and  that 
which  is  only  highly  probable;  the  historical  facts  im- 
mediately connected  with  astronomical  phenomena  are  of 
a  diflTerent  grade  of  evidence  from  the  events  introduced 
into  the  Canon  by  authority  derived  solely  from  history. 
But  the  astronomical  data  from  which  the  Canon  was 
formed  were  very  few,  as  will  be  seen  by  the  accompany- 


ing  table : — 

Years  of  Nab. 
began  b.c. 

Feb.  20,     721 

An.  Nab. 
Theon. 

..      27    .. 

1st  of  Mardoc-Empadus. 

Jan.  26,     621 

1,     523 

Dec.  27,     503 

..     127    .. 
..    225    .. 
,.    246    .. 

5th  of  Nabopolassor. 
7th  of  Cambyses. 
20th  of  Darius. 

24,     492 

..    257    .. 

3 1st  of  Darius. 

There  must  have  been  very  many  eclipses  visible  at 
Babylon  during  that  period,  yet  out  of  twenty-three  reigns, 

o 


194 


ASTRONOMICAL  CANON. 


Chaptkb  X. 


GrooncUof 
oncertaiBty. 

1st  groand. 


2d  ground. 


which  we  find  in  this  part  of  the  Canon,  only  four  are 
mentioned  in  connexion  with  the  eclipses;  out  of  260 
years,  only  five  dates ;  and  of  these  only  one  marks  the 
commencement,  while  the  other  four  refer  to  neither  the 
beginning  nor  ending  of  a  reign. 

Now,  there  may  be  various  grounds  of  uncertainty. 
Take,  for  example,  one  of  these  dates :  'Mn  the  seventh 
of  Cambyses,  on  the  17th  of  Pharmenoth,  an  hour  before 
midnight,  the  moon  was  eclipsed  half  a  diameter  on  the 
northern  limb."  Be  it  granted  that  from  this  record  it 
can  be  proved  that  the  seventh  of  Cambyses  was  the 
16th  of  July,  B.C.  623,*  it  may  be  equally  certain,  because 
established  upon  the  same  grounds,  that  the  eclipse  of  the 
twentieth  of  Darius  was  November  19,  b.c.  502 :  but  that 
the  Cyrus  of  the  Canon  is  the  Coresch  of  Scripture,  and 
that  he  preceded  the  Cambyses  in  whose  reign  the  eclipse 
was  observed,  is  not  an  astronomical  certainty,  but  only 
a  historical  probability ;  for  there  are  no  astronomical 
phenomena  recorded  in  connexion  with  the  reign  of 
Cyrus. 

Again,  because  there  was  an  observation  in  the  twentieth 
of  Darius,  to  assume  that  the  son  of  Hystaspes  reigned  in 
JBahylon  for  the  nineteen  previous  years,  is  only  inference 
and  not  evidence ;  for  he  might  have  reigned  only  in 
Media  or  Persia,  and  his  reign  have  dated  from  his 
ascending  the  throne  of  Persia,  and  not  f5pom  the  time 
when  he  possessed  himself  of  Babylon.  Nay,  I  should 
say,  that  unless  it  can  be  proved  that  no  other  eclipses 
were  visible  at  Babylon  during  the  previous  nineteen 
years,  the  presumption  is  that  Darius  was  not  reigning 
there,  else  the  earlier  eclipses  in  connexion  with  this  reign 
would  have  been  recorded.  I  should  think  it  probable 
that,  when  an  eclipse  is  recorded  near  the  commencement 

♦  These  are  the  dates  of  Professor  Ideler,  who  calculated  these 
eclipses  with  great  care. 
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of  a  reign,  it  is  to  mark  that  event ;  but  when  near  the 
middle  or  close  of  a  reign,  as  the  twentieth  or  thirty-first 
of  Darius,  it  is  to  mark  some  revolution  or  some  other 
remarkable  event. 

Again,  to  say  that  the  Nabopolassar  of  the  Canon  is  3d  ground. 
the  Nebuchadnezzar  of  Scripture  is  only  plausible  con- 
jecture. 

Add  to  this,  there  may  be  a  doubt  as  to  what  the 
names  in  the  original  records  were,  and  therefore  what 
kings  are  represented  by  the  designations  in  the  Canon. 
Take,  for  example,  the  one  to  which  we  have  already 
referred.  There  is  no  such  name  as  Cambyses  in  the 
Persian  records,  nor  in  the  Scriptures,  which  speak  so 
much  of  that  time;  Grotefend  has  not  been  able  to  find  orotefend,p.6i. 
any  name  like  it  in  the  cuneiform  inscriptions,  and  Sir 
William  Jones  tells  us  that  Cambyses  is  not  a  Persian 
name.  It  is  the  form  in  which  Herodotus  designated 
some  Persian  king,  and  from  him  the  name  came  into 
Greece.  Ptolemy,  in  deriving  the  observations  from 
Hipparchus,  adopted  also  the  names ;  but  that  does  not 
shew  what  the  name  of  the  king  really  was  in  whose 
reign  the  observation  was  made. 

Thus  there  may  be  three  grounds  of  uncertainty  in 
the  Canon :  either  a  mistake  in  identifying  the  person  in 
whose  reign  the  observation  is  recorded,  or  a  wrong 
filling  up  of  the  spaces  between  the  dates  of  the  recorded 
eclipses.  Of  these  two  the  former  is,  of  course,  the  more 
formidable,  and  necessarily  involves  the  other  also;  but 
the  second  may  occur  if  even  the  first  does  not.  The 
third  possible  ground  of  error  lies  in  supposing  that  the 
dates  of  solitary  years  necessarily  indicated  the  continuity 
of  the  whole  reign  in  Babylon. 

Towards  discovering  whether  there  has  been  any  mis-  internal  features 

of  the  Canon. 

take  in  identifying  the  kmgs,  m  whose  reigns  the  eclipses 
are  recorded,  with  similar  names  mentioned  in  history,  I 
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will,  in  the  first  instance,  attempt  to  elicit  some  internal 
features  of  three  different,  though  somewhat  similar  lists, 
as  given  in  the  ancient  fragments.  The  first  is  the  Ec- 
clesiastical Canon  ;  the  second  is  the  Astronomical  Canon, 
as  preserved  by  Syncellus ;  the  third  is  the  Astronomical 
Canon  according  to  Theon. 


KlNO*8  Namb. 

Eccles.  Canon. 

Astron.  Can.  Syn. 

Astron.Can.Theon. 

Length 
of  Reign. 

Yean  of 

Length 
of  Reign. 

Years  of 

Length 
of  Reign. 

Years  of 

Bra. 

Era. 

Era. 

Nabonassarus 

25 

8 
5 

33 

38 

14 

2 
5 

16 
21 

14 
2 

5 

16 
21 

Nabios 

Chinzerus  and  Poms 

Ilulseus 

5 

43 

5 

26 

5 

26 

Mardoc-Empadus. . 

12 

56 

12 

38 

12 

38 

Arceanus 

5 

60 

5 

43 

5 

43 

Interregnum 

2 

62 

2 

45 

2 

45 

Belibus 

3 
6 

71 

3 

6 

48 
54 

3 
6 

48 
54 

Aparanadisus 

Erigebalus 

1 

72 

1 

66 

1 

55 

Mesesi-Mordacus . . 

4 

76 

4 

59 

4 

59 

Interregnum 

8 

84 

8 

67 

8 

67 

Isarindinus 

13 

97 

13 

80 

13 

80 

Saosduchinus 

9 

106 

9 

89 

20 

100 

Cineladalus 

14 

120 

14 

103 

22 

122 

Nabopalasarus  .... 

21 

141 

21 

124 

21 

143 

Nebuchodonosor  . . 

43 

184 

43 

167 

43 

186 

nioarudamus 

5 

189 

3 

170 

2 

188 

Nerigasolasarus  . . . 

3 

192 

5 

175 

4 

192 

Nabonadius 

17 

209 

34 

209 

17 

209 

Cvrus 

31 

240 

9 

218 

9 

218 

Cambyses 

8 

248 

8 

226 

8 

226 

Masri 

^m 

Darius 

36 

l.S" 

43 

284 
286 
329 

36 
21 
41 

262 
283 
324 

36 
21 
41 

262 
283 
324 

^Lerxes 

Artaxerxes 

^Lerxes 

2«n 
7m 

330 

Sogdianus 

Darius  II 

19 
40 

349 
389 

19 
46 

343 
389 

19 
46 

343 

389 

Artaxerxes  11 

Ochus 

5 

394 

21 

410 

21 

410 

Arses,  or  Sams  . . . 

4 

398 

2 

412 

2 

412 

Darius  ITT 

6 

404 

6 

418 

4 

416 
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The  era  and  the  king's  reign  correspond  in  the  three 
lists  only  in  two  instances.  The  last  year  of  Nabonadins 
is,  in  all  three,  209  years  from  the  first  of  Nabonassar; 
and  the  last  year  of  Artaxerxes  the  Second  is,  in  all  three, 
389  years  from  the  first  of  Nabonassar ;  these  two,  there- 
fore, seem  to  have  been  established  points  with  the 
compilers  of  the  three  lists. 

But  though  they  agree  in  so  few  particulars,  I  appre-  variations,  me- 
hend  that  they  diflcr,  not  from  errors  accidentally  intro-  designed, 
duced,  nor  from  variations  made  at  random,  but  from 
changes  brought  in,  methodically,  and  with  design.     The 
relative  distances  of  the  eclipses  are  preserved  in  the  three 
lists  in  the  following  manner: — 


he  first  of  Mardoc-Empadus 
he  fifth  of  Nebuchadnezzar  II, 
he  seventh  of  Cambyses  .  • . . 


Era,  Nab.  Eccl. 
Canon. 


**7diflfer.l02 
146:} 
2^^j  differ.  101 

Amount  203 


Era,  Nab.  Ast. 
Can.  Syncellus. 


7  differ.  102 


differ.  96 


27 
129^ 

2253  

Amount  198 


Era,  Nabonassar,  Ast.  Canon.  Theon. 


First  of  Mardoc-Empadus     ^l^^ifg^  iqq 
Fifth  of  Nebuchadnezzar  I.  127^ 

Seventh  of  Cambyses 2665  ^^e^-^ 

Amount  196 


Thus,  although  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Canon  the  first  of 
Mardoc-Empadus  is  the  forty-fourth  of  the  era,  and  in 
the  Astronomical  Canon  of  Syncellus  it  is  the  twenty- 
seventh  year  of  the  era,  yet,  from  that  date  to  the  fifth 
of  Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second,  the  space  is  in  both  102 
years;  so  that  the  relative  distance  is  preserved  whilst 
there  is  a  chronological  difference  in  the  era  of  seventeen 
years.  This  shews  that  the  alteration  was  not  accidental 
but  methodical.  That  there  was  a  design  is  also  dis- Design  in  the 
cernible.  According  to  the  theory  of  the  ecclesiastical  canon, 
computation,  the  seventy  years*  captivity  commenced  in 
the  third  year  of  Jehoiakim ;  for,  as  the  fourth  of  Je- 
hoiakim  was  the  first  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  the  numbers  in 
the  Canon  do  thus  suit,  and  in  no  other  manner.  This 
arrangement  of  the  seventy  years  makes  the  Scripture 
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CHArm  X.     chronology  give  from  the  first  of  Hezekiah  to  the  first  of 
Twu-ofNebii-        Cyrus,  inclusiye,  189  years.     But  the  author  of  the 


vS!!!^hIS!^ML^'i\.  43  Ecclesiastical  Canon  tells  us  that  Nabonassar  was  Sal- 

NerigteaMnu 3  Hianascr ;   now  Salmanaser  and  Hezekiah  were  con- 

Fintyearufryru.!    1  teinporarics ;  hut,  according  to  the  Astronomical  Ca- 

70  uon,   from   the   last   of  Nabonassar   to   the   first  of 

iieaekiiji yj  Cyrus  was  196  years;  so  that,  instead  of  being  con- 

aSSTT.*.' !!!!!;*.!  *2  temporary,  Nabonassar  died  seven  years  before  He- 

Jehoukim'.'.  i!!!!!   2  zckiali  beoran  to  reiccn :  in  order,  therefore,  to  make 

CaptiTity 70  . 

—  Salmanaser*s  rei&:n  reach  to  the  fourth  of  Hezekiah, 

189  ^  .  .       . 

2  KingB.  zTiii.  9.     —  it  is  extended  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Canon  from  four- 
teen to  twenty-five  years.     Then  the  reign  of  Nabius  is 
elongated  from  two  to  eight  years,  in  order  that  it  may 
extend  to  the  fourteenth  of  Hezekiah ;  thus  Nabius  be- 
comes Senacherib ;  Chinzerus  and  Porus  are  Adramelek 
and  Sherazer;   Elulaeus  is  Esarhaddon;  and  then  Mar- 
doc-Empadus  corresponds   with  Merodach-Baladin,   the 
accomplishing  of  which  identity  seems  to  have  had  too 
much  influence  in  effecting  this  arrangement. 
JSt*MS^h^"'        But   as   the  supposition  that  Mardoc-Empadus  was 
R^muiicrBib  Mcrodach-Baladin  is  common  to  many,  it  will  be  well  to 
jad^n.^"*'       make  an  observation  upon  the  supposed  identity.     The 
resemblance  in  name  appears  fallacious,  for  the  similarity 
between  Mardoc  and  Merodach,  or  Berodach,  only  shews 
that  both  these  kings,  like  Evil-Merodach,  and  perhaps 
jer.  1. 2.  Mesesi-Mordacus,  were  called  after  the  idol  Merodach ; 

while   the   addition  of  Baladin  to  one  purposely  distin- 
isa.xxxix.  I.       guishes  what  Merodach  he  was,  namely,  that  Merodach 
who  was  son  of  Baladin.     So  the  addition  of  Empadus  in 
like  manner  distinguishes  what  Merodach  he  was. 

But  if  the  similarity  of  name  is  no  proof  in  support  of 
the  identity,  the  dissimilarity  of  circumstance  is  strong 
evidence  against  it;  for  Mardoc-Empadus,  according  to 
all  the  copies  of  the  Canon,  reigned  twelve  years;  but 
Merodach-Baladinus,  according  to  Polyhistor,  reigned  six 
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months :  therefore,  according  to  the  received  rule,  he 
ought  not  to  appear  in  the  Canon  at  all.  Moreover,  the 
successor  of  Mardoc-Empadus  was  Arceanus;  but  the 
successor  of  Merodach-Baladin  was  Belibus  or  Elibus.       Aiex.Poiyhi8tor. 

I  should  infer  that  the  Ecclesiastical  Canon  was  formed 
by  some  early  Christian  chronologer,  modifying  such 
astronomical  data  as  he  had,  so  as  to  suit  them  to  the 
author's  views  of  Scripture  chronology. 

In  the  reign  of  Nabonadius  it  diflFers  from  the  Astro- 
nomical Canon  of  Syncellus,  and  agrees  with  the  copy  of 
Theon  (which  copied  from  the  other  I  will  not  say) ;  but 
the  Ecclesiastical  Canon  has  one  feature  of  antiquity,  in 
which  it  differs  from  both  the  copies  of  the  Astronomical 
Canon.  The  compiler,  it  seems,  knew  nothing  about  a 
different  commencement  of  the  reign  of  Cyrus,  in  Persia 
and  in  Babylon  :  in  this  he  agrees  with  "  the  ancient 
Christian  chronologers,  Africanus  and  Eusebius."  That  Jackmn,  vol.  i. 
the  Ecclesiastical  Canon  does  not  accord  with  Eusebius  in 
other  respects,  or  even  in  this  point,  will  be  seen  in  the 
sequel;  Africanus  may  possibly  have  had  something  to 
do  with  framing  this  canon. 

The  two  copies  of  the  Astronomical  Canon  are  identical  two  copies  of  the 

*■  ^  Astronomical  Ca- 

in the  first  thirteen  reigns ;    but  after  Isarindinus,  with  »<>°  compared. 

one  solitary  exception,  all  the  rest  vary.     There  is  also  a 

disagreement  as  to  which  king  was  the  Nabopolassar,  in 

whose  reign   the   eclipse  was  observed ;    for  while  the 

relative  distance  between  Mardoc-Empadus  and  Cambyses 

is,  in  both  copies,  exactly  the  same,  Nebuchadnezzar  the 

First  holds  nearly  the  place  in  one  which  Nebuchadnezzar 

the  Second  does  in  the  other.     I  say  nearly ^  for  there  is  a 

difference  of  two  years  hereafter  to  be  noted. 

A  third  remarkable  difference  consists  in  this, —  that 

the  Canon  of  Syncellus  is  in  no  way  adapted  to  the  seventy 

years'  captivity,  while  the  copy  of  Theon  is  so  arranged 

that  the  years  correspond  with  that  theory  of  the  cap- 
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Cory,  p.  62. 


One  derignedly 
altered. 


Isarindtnus. 


tivity  which  dates  from  the  nineteenth  of  Nebuchadnezzar 
the  First.  This  is  in  accordance  with  Berosus,  as  repre- 
sented by  Josephus ;  and  the  length  of  all  the  reigns  but 
one  agrees  with  him.  Nebuchadnezzar  the  First  is  the 
exception,  he  having,  instead  of  twenty-nine  years,  only 
twenty-one.  That,  however,  is  the  number  attributed  to 
him  in  one  passage  of  Josephus,  as  also  the  amount 
Alexander  Polyhistor,  according  to  Eusebius,  assigns  to 
Sardanapallus. 

From  this  comparison  I  conclude  that  the  two  copies 
of  the  Canon  had  one  common  origin;  but  that  one  of 
them  has  been  altered  methodically  and  for  some  purpose. 
What  was  the  object  we  may  discover  by  examining  who 
Isarindinus  was,  since,  after  his  reign,  the  change  is  made 
from  complete  similarity  to  constant  variation. 

A  fragment  of  Polyhistor  runs  thus :  —  "  After  the 
reign  of  the  brother  of  Senecherib,  Acises  reigned  over 
the  Babylonians;  and  when  he  had  governed  for  the 
space  of  thirty  days,  he  was  slain  by  Marodach-Baladanus, 
who  held  the  empire  by  force  during  six  months ;  and  he 
was  slain  and  succeeded  by  a  person  named  Elibus.  But 
in  the  third  year  of  his  reign,  Senecherib,  king  of  the 
Assyrians,  levied  an  army  against  the  Babylonians,  and, 
in  a  battle  in  which  they  were  engaged,  routed,  and  took 
him  prisoner,  with  his  adherents,  and  commanded  them 
to  be  carried  into  the  land  of  the  Assyrians.  Having 
taken  upon  himself  the  government  of  the  Babylonians, 
he  appointed  his  son  Asordanius  their  king,  and  he 
hiSto?"toco°'^"  ^'"^self  retired  again  into  Assyria."  Eusebius  concludes  : 
P'®^-  '*And,  after  enumerating  the  various  exploits  of  Sinne- 

cherim,  he  adds  that  he  reigned  eighteen  years,  and  was 
cut  off  by  a  conspiracy  which  had  been  formed  against  his 
life  by  his  son  Ardumusanus." 

Belibus,  in  the  Canon,  appears  to  be  the  Elibus  of  Po- 
lyhistor; they  each  reigned  three  years.     There  is  only  a 


Asordanius. 
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difference  of  a  letter  in  the  name,  which  may  have  been 
accidentally  dropped.  A  similar  instance  occurs  in  the 
next  name  but  one  in  the  Canon,  for  Regebalus  in  one 
copy  is  Erigebalus  in  the  other.  So  also  in  the  Egyptian 
dynasties,  Nepherites  in  Manetho  is  called  Epherites  in 
Syncellus. 

Again,  Assaradinus  in  the  Canon  is  the  same  as  Asor- 
danius  in  Polyhistor;  another  extract  from  Polyhistor, 
which  I  shall  subsequently  quote,  tends  further  to  confirm 
this. 

There  can,  I  suppose,  be  no  doubt  of  Senecherib,  Esarhaddon. 
Asordanius  his  son^  and  Merodach-Baladinus,  in  Poly- 
histor, being  the  Senacherib,  Esarhaddon,  and  Merodach- 
Baladin  of  Scripture ;  and  this  discovers  the  cause  of  the 
methodical  alteration  of  one  of  the  copies  of  the  Canon. 
The  reign  of  Assaradinus,  from  whence  the  alteration 
commences,  is  the  point  at  which  the  Canon  impinges 
against  the  sacred  chronology,  and  one  copy  has  been 
altered  in  order  to  bring  it  more  into  accordance  with 
the  Scripture. 

All  will  be  ready  to  accuse  the  monk,  and  not  the 
mathematician ;  but,  I  think,  unjustly,  for  the  copy  of 
Theon  appears  evidently  to  be  that  which  has  been 
modified :  because,  1 .  The  copy  of  Syncellus  cannot  in 
any  way  be  adapted  to  the  seventy  years'  captivity,  and, 
therefore,  probably  has  not  been  tampered  with  by  Jews 
or  Christians ;  the  copy  of  Theon,  however,  does  accord 
with  one  theory  of  the  seventy  years'  captivity.  2.  The 
copy  of  Syncellus  is  not  so  nearly  in  accordance  with 
Scripture  as  the  copy  of  Theon,  for  Assaradinus,  according 
to  Polyhistor,  reigned  in  Babylon  immediately  after 
Elibus;  and  that  must  have  been  three  years  from  the 
fifteenth  of  Hezekiah.  If,  then,  we  add  three  years  to  the 
space  between  Assaradinus  and  the  first  year  of  Nebu- 
chadnezzar, we  get  the  distance,  according  to  the  Canon, 
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from  the  fifteenth  of  Hezekiah  to  the  first  of  Nebuchad- 
nezzar; and  though,  according  to  this  theory  of  the 
seventy  years,  I  ought  in  strictness  only  to  reckon  to  the 
first  of  Nebuchadnezzar  the  First,  yet  I  will  take  the  one 
more  favourable  to  the  Canon.  To  the  first  year  of  Ne- 
buchadnezzar the  Second,  therefore,  the  copy  of  Syncellus 
gives  sixty-one  years ;  but,  by  the  alterations  in  the  copy 
of  Theon,  the  period  has  been  stretched  to  eighty  years, 
betraying  an  attempt,  though  not  a  very  successful  one, 
at  an  approximation  to  Scripture,  which  gives  in  the 
received  text,  from  the  fifteenth  of  Hezekiah  to  the 
fourth  of  Jehoiakim,  or  the  first  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  107 
years. 

Recapitulating  the  results  to  which  I  come,  they  are 
as  follows : — 

The  Ecclesiastical  Canon  was  formed  upon  the  basis 
of  some  astronomical  observations,  in  such  a  manner  as 
to  conform  to  the  Scriptures ;  and  I  think  it  may  be  as 
old  as  either  of  the  two  copies  of  the  Astronomical  Canon. 

The  two  copies  of  the  Astronomical  Canon  have  been 
formed  from  a  common  origin.  There  are  two  material 
differences  between  them,  which  appear  to  have  been 
designed.  Two  evident  reasons  can  be  given  why  the 
changes  should  have  been  made  conformably  to  the  Canon 
of  Theon ;  and  no  apparent  cause  can  be  assigned  why 
they  should  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  copy  of  Syn- 
cellus: both  the  reasons  have  one  common  cause  in  the 
desire  to  approximate  the  Canon  to  the  Scripture :  one 
with  regard  to  the  space  comprised  between  Hezekiah 
and  Nebuchadnezzar,  the  other  as  it  relates  to  the  seventy 
years'  captivity. 

The  other  extract  from  Polyhistor  which  I  mentioned 
is  as  follows : — *' And  after  him  [Pul],  according  to  Poly- 
histor, Senecherib  was  king."  (The  Chaldaean  historian 
also  makes  mention  of  Senecherib  himself,  and  Asordanus 
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his   son,   and  Merodach-Baladanus,   as  well   as  Nebu- 
chodonosorus.) 

''  And  Sinecherim  reigned  eighteen  years,  and  after  him 
his  son  eight  years.  Then  reigned  Samuges  twenty-one 
years,  and  likewise  his  brother  twenty-one  years ;  then 
reigned  Nabupalsar  twenty  years,  and  after  him  Nabu- 
chodrossorus  forty-three  years.  (Therefore,  from  Sinne- 
cherim  to  Nebuchodrossorus  is  comprehended  a  period 
altogether  of  eighty -eight  years.) 

''After  Samuges,  Sardanapallus  the  Chaldsean  reigned 
twenty-one  years.  He  sent  an  army  to  the  assistance  of 
Astyages  the  Mede,  prince  and  satrap  of  the  family,  that 
he  might  give  the  Amuhean  daughter  of  Astyages  to  his 
son  Nebuchodrossorus.  Then  reigned  Nebuchodrossorus 
forty-three  years ;  and  he  came  with  a  mighty  army,  and 
led  the  Jews,  and  Phcenicians,  and  Syrians,  into  captivity. 
And  after  Nebuchodrossorus  reigrned  his  son  Amilmaru-  Alexander  Poiy- 

^  histor,  in  Cory, 

dochus  twelve  years,"  &c.  v-^- 

It  appears  to  me  that  Eusebius  misinterpreted  the  text  Eusebiushiw 

*  *•  '  lengthened 

of  Polyhistor,  perhaps  intentionally,  with  a  wish  to  lengthen  Poiyhistor. 
the  time ;  for,  after  attributing  eighteen  years  to  Sena- 
cherib  and  eight  to  his  son,  then  twenty-one  are  given  to 
Sammuges,  and  another  twenty-one  to  his  brother,  as  the 
parenthetical  calculation  would  lead  us  to  conclude ;  but 
quite  contrary  to  the  text,  which  makes  Sardanapalus 
succeed  immediately  to  Sammuges :  therefore,  either  Sam- 
muges and  his  brother  reigned  conjointly  twenty-one 
years ;  or,  perhaps,  their  two  reigns  together  amounted  to 
twenty-one  years;  or  else,  Sardanapalus  was  brother  to 
Sammuges. 

There  is  no  other  way  that  I  can  see  of  giving  con- 
sistency to  this  passage  ;  but,  on  any  one  of  the  three  sup- 
positions, the  period  will  be  twenty-one  years  shorter  than 
it  would  appear  from  Eusebius. 

I  have  given  the  parenthesis  in  the  text  of  Polyhistor  as 


t 
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chaptkrx.  Ifind  it  marked  by  Cory,  although  the  extract  thus  marked 
seems  chargeable  with  inconsistency,  for  it  forces  us  to  un- 
derstand Nabupalsar  to  be  the  same  king  as  the  Chalda^an  : 
the  writer,  therefore,  in  the  same  sentence  assigns  a  dura- 
tion of  twenty  and  of  twenty-one  years  to  the  same  reign. 

I  should  for  my  part  mark  the  parenthetical  insertion 
of  Eusebins  earlier.  For  example  :  "  Then  reigned  Nabu- 
palsar twenty  years,  and  after  him  Nabuchodrossorus 
forty-three  years.  Therefore,  from  Sinecherim  to  Nabu- 
chodrossorus is  comprehended  a  period  altogether  of 
eighty-eight  years."  The  connexion  in  Polyhistor  being 
this,  "  Then  reigned  Sammuges  and  his  brother  ....  after 
Sammuges,  Sardanapallus,"  &c.  An  arrangement  of  this 
nature  would  preserve  to  the  text  of  Polyhistor  its  cha- 
racter of  consistency. 

We  have,  moreover,  the  authority  of  Eusebius  himself 

for  saying  that  Polyhistor  did  not  give  the  two  titles  of 

Nabupalsar  and  Sardanapallus  to  the  same  king ;  for  he 

elsewhere  tells  us  that  Alexander  Polyhistor  calls  that 

Enaebiiu'Ghron.  kin&:  Sardauapallus  whom  he,  Eusebius,  designiates  Nabo- 

in  Cory,  46,  p.  69.        ,  r    ,  '  o 

polasar.  "  Nabopolasar  whom  Alexander  Polyhistor  calls 
Sardanapallas."  It  is,  therefore,  evident  that  the  prede- 
cessor of  Nabuchodrossorus,  in  the  above  extract,  is  not 
introduced  into  the  text  under  the  title  of  Nabupalsar  by 
Polyhistor  but  by  Eusebius. 

The  testimony  of  Polyhistor,  therefore,  amounts,  I 
suppose,  to  this :  "  After  Pul,  Senacherib  was  king,  and 
lie  reigned  eighteen  years;  and  after  him  his  son  eight 
years;  then  reigned  Sammuges  and  his  brother  twenty- 
one  years.  After  Sammuges,  Sardanapalus  the  Chaldsean 
reigned  twenty-one  years  ....  then  reigned  Nabuchodros- 
sorus forty-three  years."* 

*  Is  it  possible  that  the  passage  of  Polyhistor  originally  ran  thus : 
"  After  Sammuges  and  Sardanapalus,  the  Chaldaean  reigned  twenty- 
one  years,''  Sardanapalus  being  brother  of  Sammuges  ? :  the  passage 
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Now,  it  appears  that  the  numbers  of  years  in  the  ^^^Vom***"* 
three  predecessors  of  Nebuchadnezzar  have  been  adopted  ^'  ^''*  ^^' 
in  Theon's  copy  of  the  Canon,  from  the  passage  of  Poly- 
histor  as  represented  by  Eusebius ;  the  numbers  are 
21  +  21+21  in  Polyhistor,  =  63,  and  20  +  22  +  21  in 
Theon,  =  63.  And  it  is  certainly  curious,  that  the  paren- 
thetical remark  of  Eusebius  not  only  just  lengthens  the 
period  twenty-one  years,  but  at  the  same  time  trans- 
fers the  eclipse  from  the  reign  of  Nebuchadnezzar  the 
Second  to  that  of  Nebuchadnezzar  the  First,  preserving 
in  this  manner  the  relative  distances  as  indicated  by  the 
eclipses.* 

But,  besides  the  eclipse  having  shifted  from  one  reign  to  a  difference 

^  °  °  oftwoye&re, 

another^  I  observed  that  a  diflFerence  of  two  years  had  crept  accidental, 
into  one  of  the  copies  of  the  Canon,  one  having  100,  the 
other  102  years  between  the  first  of  Mardoc-Empadus  and 
the  fifth  of  Nabopolassar ;  a  variation  which  was  probably 
not  methodical  but  inadvertent,  because  the  relative  dis- 
tance between  the  eclipses  is  disturbed.  The  error  con- 
sists in  an  addition  of  two  years  in  the  Canon  of  Syncellus; 
and,  if  I  am  correct  in  the  above  conjecture,  we  discover 
where  the  error  has  crept  in — Sammuges  and  his  brother, 
the  two  predecessors  of  Sardanapallus,  reigned  together 
twenty-one  years ;  but  in  the  Canon  of  Syncellus  the  two 
predecessors  of  Nabupalsar  reigned  9  +  14  =  23  years. 

Having  shewn  that  the  Canon  is  a  composition  or  com- 
pilation, and  not  a  record  of  contemporary  events,  my 
next  inquiry  shall  be  whether  a  mistake  can  by  possibility 
have  been  made  in  identifying  the  Nabopolassar  of  the  Nabopoiassu- not 

Nebttchadnecsar. 

would  then  be  consistent  with  itself,  and  Polyhistor  would  agree  with 
others  in  making  Sardanapalus  the  last  king  of  Assyria  overthrown 
by  "  the  Chaldaean." 

*  Eusebius  died  a.d.  338.  Theon  the  Mathematician,  who  wrote 
commentaries  upon  the  works  of  Ptolemy,  flourished  about  the  close 
of  the  fourth  century — Saxii  OnomasUcon.  He  is  called  by  Ideler 
•*  the  second  Theon,"  one  of  his  observations  was  a.d.  364. 


206  ASTRONOMICAL  CANON. 

chaptee  X.  Canon  with  the  Nebuchadnezzar  of  the  Scripture.  We 
have  seen  a  diflFerence,  in  the  two  copies  of  the  Canon, 
respecting  the  sovereign  in  whose  reign  the  observation 
was  made.  This  would  lead  one  to  suppose  that  there 
was  no  decided  historical  authority  for  naming  one  rather 
3.  Chronological  than  the  other.     I  think  we  have  the  means  of  testing  whe- 

Records  com- 

pwed.  ther  the  eclipse  was  in  the  reign  of  either  father  or  son. 

Mention  is  made  in  Scripture  of  Tirhakah  the  Ethi- 

2King8. xix. 36.  opiau  and  Esarhaddon  as  contemporaries  of  Hezekiah ; 

Tirhakah.         Tirhakah  shall  presently  be  identified  with  the  Teracos  of 

Esariiaddon.  Manctho,  and  Esarhaddon,  we  have  already  seen,  was  the 
Assaradinus  of  the  Canon. 

jer.  xM.  a.  Again,  Scripture  mentions  the  overthrow  of  Necho  by 

Nebuchadnezzar  in   the   first  year  of  the  reign  of  the 
Chaldsean,  which  corresponds  with  the  fourth  of  Jehoia- 

jer.  Mv.  I.  kim,  Necho  and  Nebuchadnezzar  are  also  respectively 
noticed  in  the  dynasties  of  Manetho  and  the  Astronomical 
Canon.  Thus,  then,  we  can  compare  the  three  systems 
with  each  other. 

There  is  somelittle  doubt  concerning  the  exact  relation 
of  Esarhaddon's  reign  to  that  of  Hezekiah.  Sennacherib, 
after  his  repulse  in  the  fourteenth  of  Hezekiah,  went  and 
dwelt  at  Nineveh;  but  Scripture  does  not  say  for  how 
long  before  he  was  assassinated  by  his  sons.  I  will  attempt 
to  clear  it  up  by  profane  testimony. 

2Kings,xTiii.io.  Shalmauescr  reigned  in  the  sixth  of  Hezekiah,  and, 
according  to  the  extract  which  we  have  from  Polyhistor, 
Sennacherib  reigned  eighteen  years.  If,  then,  his  reign 
commenced  in  the  seventh,  it  terminated  in  the  twenty- 
fourth  of  Hezekiah.  According  to  the  same  authority  the 
son  of  Sennacherib  [i.e.  Esarhaddon]  reigned  eight  years 
in  Assyria ;  according  to  the  Canon,  Assaradinus  reigned 
thirteen  years  over  Babylon.  If  we  take  this  thirteen 
years  as  inclusive  of  the  eight  years  over  Assyria,  it  would 
make  Esarhaddon  reign  five  years  over  Babylon  alone ; 


ASTRONOMICAL  CANON. 


207 


and,  counting  back  from  the  supposed  end  of  Sennacherib's 
reign  in  the  twenty-fourth  of  Hezekiah,  this  would  place 
the  conquest  of  Babylon  in  the  nineteenth  of  Hezekiah, 
and  would  make  the  first  of  Esarhaddon's  eight  years  over 
Assyria  to  synchronise  with  the  twenty-fifth  of  Hezekiah. 
I  will  prove  it  by  another  argument :  after  the  defeat  of 
Sennacherib,  and  the  sickness  of  the  Jewish  monarch  in 
the  fourteenth  of  Hezekiah,  Merodach-Baladin  sent  to 
Hezekiah.  Then^  after  Merodach-Baladin,  who  only 
reigned  six  months,  Elibus  reigned  for  three  years.  This 
brings  us  to  the  eighteenth  of  Hezekiah ;  the  conquest  of 
Babylon  would  be  effected  about  the  close  of  that  year, 
agreeing  very  closely  with  the  former  result. 

But,  if  we  suppose  that  Esarhaddon  reigned  thirteen 
years  over  Babylon  alone,  then  we  must  allow  that 
Sennacherib  commenced  to  reign  in  the  fourteenth  of 
Hezekiah,  and  conquered  Elibus  the  sixth  of  his  reign. 
In  either  case  we  must  reckon  the  commencement  of 
Esarhaddon's  reign  over  Babylon  to  be  in  the  nineteenth 
year  of  Hezekiah. 

There  is  another  doubt,  whether  the  Nebuchadnezzar, 
whose  first  year  synchronised  with  the  fourth  of  Jehoiakim, 
was  the  first  or  second  of  that  name.  I  myself  have  no 
hesitation  in  agreeing  with  Schroer,  that  he  was  the  first  see  chapter  vii. 
king ;  but,  of  course,  those  who  maintain  the  correct- 
ness of  the  Astronomical  Canon  will  take  Nebuchadnezzar 
the  Second,  as  being  more  favourable  to  their  theory :  the 
numbers,  therefore,  which  I  must  compare  are  as  follows : 

From  the  nineteenth  of  Hezekiah  to  the  first  of  Nebu-  scripture  and  the 

-      J  ^1       ri  1     •      1      •  ^  Canon  compared. 

chadnezzar  the  Second,  inclusive,  were* 


Received  Text 
of  S.  Scripture. 


103  years. 


Corrected  Text 
of  S.  Scripture. 


113  years. 


Astro.  Canon, 
Syncellus. 


58  years. 


Astro.  Canon, 
Theon. 


77  years 


Astro.  Canon, 
Theon,  corrected. 


56  years. 


*  Supposing,  as  I  do,  that  the  distance  should  be  to  the  first,  and 
not  to  the  second  Nebuchadnezzar,  the  numbers  would  be :  Scripture, 
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Whether,  then,  the  Nabopolassar  of  Josephus,  the 
Sardanapalus  of  Polyhistor,  the  Basalossorus  of  Abydenus, 
and  the  Nabopolassar,  in  whose  reign  the  eclipse  was 
observed,  be  the  same  individual,  seems  to  me  most 
doubtful. 

I  will  now  examine  the  Egyptian  dynasties,  to  see 
whether  the  space  of  time  set  forth  by  them  agrees  best 
with  Scripture  or  the  Astronomical  Canon. 

"  Strabo,"  says  Dr.  Prichard,  **  mentions  an  Ethiopian 
prince,  whom  he  calls  Tearchon,  and  reports  to  have 
been  a  great  conqueror.  It  has  been  conjectured  by 
Usher,  with  great  probability,  that  this  Tearchon  was  the 
3  Kings,  jdx.  9.  Tirhakah  [of  Scripture].  The  last  prince  of  the  Ethiopian 
dynasty,  according  to  Manetho,  was  Tarakos;  and  his 
reign,  if  we  compute  upwards  from  the  accession  of  Psam- 
meticus,  coincides  with  the  age  of  Tirhakah  by  the  Hebrew 
Scriptures.  There  can  scarcely  be  a  doubt  that  these  are 
the  two  names  for  the  same  prince:  in  fact,  they  only 
differ  in  the  method  of  expressing  Oriental  words  in 
Prichard,  p.  55.    Europcan  orthography." 

The  Taracos  of  Manetho,  therefore,  being  the  Tir- 
hakah of  Scripture,  we  get  one  iixed  point  from  whence 
to  compare  the  chronologies ;  and  the  Necho  of  Scripture 
being  doubtless  the  Necho  of  the  dynasties,  gives  us 
another  point. 

The  different  copies  of  Manetho  vary  slightly  respect- 
ing the  length  of  reign  attributed  to  Taracus ;  Africanus 
allows  him  but  eighteen  years,  while  the  rest  give  twenty. 
How  late  he  reigned  is  not  said,  we  only  hear  of  him  in 


103;  ditto,  corrected,  113;  Astronomical  Canon,  Theon,  56;  ditto, 
corrected,  35;  ditto,  Syncellus,  37;  so  that  the  real  chronological 
difference  is  between  the  numbers  35  and  113,  amounting  to  78  years ; 
but,  by  curtailing  Scripture  and  elongating  the  Canon,  the  difference 
has  been  reduced  to  between  77  and  103  years,  still  amounting  to 
26  years. 
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the  fourteenth  of  Hezekiah ;  therefore  the  latest  date  for 

the  close  of  his  reign  would  be  the  fourth  of  Manasses.  2  Kings,  xTii.  4. 

But  So,  to  whom  Hoshea^  king  of  Israel,  sent  messengers, 

is  considered  by  Usher  to  be  the  grandfather  of  Taracus ; 

in  that  case  the  eighth  of  Hezekiah  would  be  the  very 

earliest  date  that  his  reign   could  commence,  and  the 

twenty-sixth  of  Hezekiah  the  very  earliest  date  for  the 

close  of  the  reign  of  Taracus,  so  that  the  full  compass  of 

the  uncertainty  amounts  to  about  seven  years. 

As  a  step  towards  approximating  to  the  space  between  Twenty-sixth 
Taracus  and  Necho,  I  will  compare  the  amount  of  the  *^8yp*- 
whoJe  twenty-sixth  dynasty,  as  given  in  detail,  with  the 
sum   of  177  years,  which   the   old  Egyptian  Chronicle 
assigns  in  the  gross  to  that  dynasty. 


Ammeres 

Stepbinates 

Nechepsos 

Necho 

Fsammeticus  . . . . 
Necho  the  Second 
Fsammuthes  .... 

Vaphris 

Amosis 

Fsammecherites . . 


Afirican. 

7.    m. 

■   •    •    • 

7  0 

6  0 

8  0 

54  0 

6  0 

6  0 

19  0 

44  0 

0  6 

150  6 

Euseb. 


7.    m. 

12  0 

7  0 
6  0 

8  0 
45  0 

6  0 
17  0 
25  0 
42  0 


Annen. 


168  0 


7.    m. 

12  0 

7  0 
6  0 

8  0 
44  0 

6  0 
17  0 
25  0 
42  0 


Hieron. 


167  0 


7.    m. 

12  0 

7  0 
6  0 

8  0 
44  0 

6  0 
12  0 
30  0 
42  0 


Syncel. 


167  0 


7.    m. 

38  0 
27  0 

13  0 

8  0 

14  0 

9  0 
17  0 
34  0 
50  0 
.... 


Herod. 


7.    m. 

.... 

.... 


210  0 


54  0 
16  0 

6  0 
25  0 
44  0 

0  6 


Diod.Sic. 


7 

m    • 


m. 


22  0 
55  0 


It  will  be  perceived  that,  with  the  exception  of  Syn- 
cellus,  all  give  a  considerably  less  amount  than  the  old 
Chronicle  gives  to  the  dynasty,  and  the  curtailment  is  pro- 
bably in  the  earlier  reigns,  because  "  a  stela  at  Florence 
gives  seventy-one  years  from  the  third  of  Necho  to  the 
thirty-fifth  of  Amosis."     Yet  all   these  historians,  with  wiikinson. 

p 
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chapteex.     the  exception  of  Africanus,  give  more  than  seventy-one 
years   between  the   third   of  Necho   and   thirty-fifth   of 
Amosis. 
RoMiiini.  Rosellini  has  deciphered  this  stela,  which  records  the 

birth  of  some  one  of  the  name  of  Psammetic,  in  the 
tenth  month  of  the  third  year  of  Necho,  and  his  dying, 
aged  seventy-one  years,  four  months,  and  six  days,  in 
the  commencement  of  the  thirty-fifth  year  of  Amosis, 
from  which  Rosellini  regulates  the  length  of  the  reigns 
as  follows : 

Allowing  Necho  six  years,  this  gives  for 

y.      m.     d. 

Necho    3  2  0 

Psammetic  the  Second  15  1  0 

Apries 19  0  0 

Amosis 34  1  6 

Age 71     4     6 

But  surely  six  years  is  much  too  short  a  reign  for 
Necho :  he  employed  a  considerable  time  in  excavating  a 
canal,  for  120,000  men  died  during  the  undertaking;  then 
he  turned  his  thoughts  to  military  affairs,  building  a  fleet 

Herod,  ii.  158, 159.  in  the  Mediterranean  and  another  in  the  Arabian  Gulf ; 
and  he  advanced  with  his  army  against  Assyria  at  the 

jer.ziTi.2.  closc  of  the  rcigu  of  Josiah,  which  was  four  years  before 
he  was  overthrown  by  Nebuchadnezzar.  Now,  two  years 
are  much  too  little  time  to  allow,  first  for  excavating  the 
canal,  next  for  building  the  fleets  and  preparing  his 
armies.  I,  therefore,  do  not  hesitate  to  follow  Herodotus 
in  giving  sixteen  years  to  Necho. 

And  it  is  not  a  little  remarkable  that  Rosellini,  in 
order  to  complete  the  seventy-one  years,  gives  fifteen 
years  to  the  reign  of  Psammetic  the  Second  instead  of  the 
six  which  Herodotus  and  Africanus  allow. 
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Following  the  authority  of  the  stela,  we  must  allow 
the  nineteen  years  of  Africanus  to  Apries,  instead  of 
the  twenty -two  of  Diodorus  or  the  twenty -five  of 
Herodotus. 

The  numbers,  therefore,  corrected,  are  these : 

Necho    16  0*  Stela,  IS  2  0 

Fsammetic  the  Second    6  0  6  10 

Apries 19  0  19  0  0 

Amosis 440  3416 

Fsamecherites 0  6 


... 


85  6    Age  of  72  4  6  Fsammetic  of  stela. 

This,  it  will  be  observed,  gives  one  year  too  much 
according  to  the  age  of  Fsammetic,  but  I  have  no 
authority  for  deciding  from  which  of  the  three  first  it 
should  be  deducted. 

The  old  Chronicle  gives  to  the  whole  dynasty  177 
years ;  if,  then,  eighty-four  years  and  six  months  be  the 
proper  number  of  years  included  in  the  five  last  reigns, 
it  would  leave  ninety-two  and  a  half  years  for  the  four 
or  five  preceding  kings  of  this  dynasty.  There  are  five, 
if  Ammeres  be  included.  Jackson  and  Rosellini  reject 
this  king  altogether,  following  the  authority  of  Afri- 
canus, together  with  the  internal  evidence ;  for  the 
dynasty  was  of  nine  Saites,  whereas  Ammeres^  if  in- 
cluded, would  make  ten ;  he,  moreover,  not  being  a 
Saite,  but  an  Ethiopian. 

But,  if  Ammeres  be  not  added,  there  is  a  deficiency  in 
the  number  of  years  in  the  dynasty,  unless  we  suppose 
that  the  copy  of  Africanus  has  dropped  the  tens  in  the 

*  Cory  makes  Herodotus  give  Necho  eleven  years  instead  of  six- 
teen ;  in  that  case  we  should  be  obliged  to  adopt  the  twenty-two  years 
of  Diodorus  for  Apries. 

The  forty-fourth  year  of  Amosis  is  found  upon  the  monuments. 
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CHApm  X.  years  of  Stephanites,  and  that  Syncellus  is  correct  in 
giving  twenty-seven  years  instead  of  only  seven.  The 
numbers  would  then  be : 

y.       m. 

Stephanites 27  0 

Nechepsos 6  0 

Necho 8  0 

Psammeticus 54  0 

Necho  the  Second  . .  16  0 

Psammuthes 6  0 

Vaphries 19  0 

Amosis   44  0 

Psamecherites 0  6 


180     6 


From  this,  upon  the  authority  of  the  stela,  we  must 
take  one  year  from  Necho  or  one  of  his  two  immediate 
successors,  and  this  would  make  179  J  years  for  the  whole 
dynasty  instead  of  177,  as  given  by  the  old  Chronicle; 
current  years,  perhaps,  have  been  reckoned  as  complete. 

The  twenty-sixth  of  Hezekiah  we  saw  was  the  earliest 
date  for  the  close  of  the  reign  of  Taracus;  we  must,  there- 
fore, add  eight  years  of  the  reign  of  Taracus  to  bring  us 
back  to  the  nineteenth  of  Hezekiah,  the  date  from  which 
our  former  comparison  sprang.  I  consider  that  Necho 
could  not  have  been  overthrown  by  Nebuchadnezzar  above 
two  years  before  the  close  of  his  reign ;  to  bring  the 
number  of  the  Egyptian  year  to  the  common  terminus, 
we  must  deduct  these  two  years.  And  there  is  a  correc- 
tion of  three  years  warranted  by  the  old  Chronicle  and 
stela. 

I  will,  therefore,  now  bring  forward  the  distance 
from  the  nineteenth  of  Hezekiah  to  the  first  of  Nebuchad- 
nezzar according  to  Scripture,  the  Astronomical  Canon, 
and  the  different  copies  of  the  dynasties  of  Manetho, 
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as  also  these  dynasties  corrected  by  the  old  Chronicle 
and  the  stela. 

From  the  nineteenth  of  Hezekiah  to  the  first  of 
Nebuchadnezzar  inclusive : — 

The  received  text  of  Scripture 103 

Corrected  text  of  Scripture 113 

Astronomical  Canon  according  to  Syncellus^  .     .,     n    .    f  f  ^^ 

Ditto  Theon  . .  >xt  u    i,  ^  t  S   ^6 

^.  rr.,  jNebuchad.  1. 1    ^^ 

Ditto  Theon  correctedJ  L  35 

Ditto  according  to  Syncellusi .    .,     «    .    ff  ^^ 

Ditto  Theon  .  -  >  xt  u     u  tt  -I    77 

^.  rw,,  A  Nebuch.  II.  |    ^^ 

Ditto  Theon  correctedJ  L  56 

Manetho  according  to  Syncellus 115 

Ditto             Eusebius 102 

Ditto              Africanus 89 

Ditto              Africanus,  corrected  by  the  old  1  , ,  . 

Chronicle,  stela,  Syncellus,  and  Herodotus/' ' 

Eusebius,  it  will  be  perceived,  has  made  Manetho''^ 
agree  very  precisely  with  the  chronology  of  the  Scripture 
as  uncorrected.  And,  notwithstanding  the  elongation  of 
the  Astronomical  Canon,  it  is  short  by  twenty-five  years. 
But,  if  I  am  not  very  much  mistaken,  the  true  numbers 
are, —  Scripture,  113;  Manetho,  114;  Canon,  36;  making 
a  difference  of  seventy-eight  years  between  the  Canon  and 
both  the  other  systems  of  chronology.  The  compiler, 
therefore,  I  make  no  doubt,  was  mistaken  as  to  the  Nabo- 
polossar,  in  whose  reign  the  eclipse  was  observed. 

But  who,  then,  was  the  Nabopolassar  of  the  Canon  ?  Nab^jMw^ 
Volney  is  angry  with  Syncellus  for  confounding,  as  he  8ard«n^«iiM. 
supposes,   Sardanapalus  with   Nabopolassar,   conceiving 
that,  if  we  bear  in  mind  the  distinction  between  them,  it 

*  Where  Necho  is  allowed  only  six  years,  I  make  his  overthrow 
to  be  in  the  last  year  of  his  reign;  for  otherwise,  as  he  advanced 
against  Assyria  four  years  before,  there  would  not  be  any  time  for 
the  canal  and  other  works. 
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JuchaAin,  fol. 
136. 


chaptox.  will  throw  great  light  upon  the  two  captures  of  Nineveh 
by  the  Medes.  That  there  has  been  some  confusion  is 
more  evident  than  what  that  confusion  is.  Thus  far  I 
agree  with  Volney :  the  father  of  Nebuchadnezzar  has 
been  confounded  with  Sardanapalus;  but  there  does  not 
appear  much  authority  for  saying  that  he  was  Nabo- 
polassar.  Josephus,  when  professing  to  quote  Berossus, 
does  in  one  place  call  Busalassorus  Nabopolassar :  this 
would  be  very  strong  evidence  did  not  Josephus  himself 
neutralise  it ;  for,  in  his  Antiquities,  when  professing  to 
cite  the  same  passage  of  Berossus,  he  calls  him  Nabu- 
chodonosor.  Now  we  cannot  suppose  that  Berossus,  in 
the  same  passage,  gives  the  two  titles ;  we  must,  there- 
fore, turn  to  other  Jewish  authorities  to  see  which  of  the 
two  is  the  proper  title,  and  they  decide  in  favour  of  Ne- 
buchadnezzar the  First.  '^  In  Juchasin^  Nebuchadnezzar 
is  called  Nebuchadnezzar  son  of  Nebuchadnezzar;  and 
David  Gantz,  under  the  year  of  the  world  3285,  calls  the 
father  Nebuchadnezzar  the  First,  and  the  son  Nebuchad- 
nezzar the  Second."  I  suppose  Josephus,  in  his  contro- 
versial work,  called  him  by  a  nafne  more  likely  to  be 
known  to  Apion;  and  the  eclipse  suiting  his  view  of 
chronology,  he,  doubtless,  thought  him  the  same.  There 
is  sufficient  similarity  of  sound  to  encourage  the  mistake, 
though  I  believe  the  names  are  really  and  essentially 
2 Kings, XV. 29 ;    different:  Nabopolassar  is  like  an  Assyrian  compound  of 

1  Chron.  v.  62 ;  *  . 

hm^.  i4^with  Pul^  like  Teglath-pul-Asser ;  so  Shalman  is  Shalman- 
Asser;  and  Nabo-pul-Asser  seems  a  very  similar  com- 
pound, denoting  Nabo,  son  of  Pul,  lord  of  Asher  or 
Assyria. 

I  know  of  no  other  authority  for  calling  the  father  of 

Euaeb. Chron. 46,  Nebuchadnezzar  by  this  name:   for  Eusebius,  in  savin 

In  Cory,  p.  69.  ^  '  »  J 

**  Nabopulasser,   whom    Polyhistor    calls   Sardanapalus, 
testifies  that  Polyhistor  did  not  so  designate  him,  though 
Eusebius  has  assisted  to  perpetuate  the  confusion. 


Universal  Hist, 
vol.  V.  p.  37. 


or 
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Let  us  now  suppose  that  Syncellus  was  correct  in  his 
testimony  regarding  the  identity  of  a  Sardanapalus  with 
Nabopulassar,  and  see  how  this  agrees  with  the  chro- 
nology of  the  eclipse. 

The  acuteness  of  Volney's  penetration,  and  the  pro-  sardaiiM>aiu8was 

Bsftrluuldoii* 

foundness  of  Heeren*s  judgment,  alike  decide  in  favour  of 
Sardanapalus  having  been  Esarhaddon.'^  The  former 
quotes  from  Mar  Iblas,  transmitted  by  Moses  of  Cherone  voiney.  voi.  i. 
to  prove  that  Sardanapalus  could  have  been  none  other 
than  Esarhaddon ;  and  both  trace  some  similarity  in  the 
name,  making  Sardan  a  contraction  of  Esar  Haddon;  and, 
having  the  addition  of  Pul,  it  makes  Esar  the  lord  son 
of  Pul.  Ify  then,  Sardanapalus  was  Nabopolassar,  and 
Esarhaddon  was  Sardanapalus,  then  Esarhaddon  was  Na- 
bopolassar. This  is  confirmed  by  Constantine  Manasses,  constantine 
who  says  that,  after  Sennacherib  was  Nabuchodonosor, 
but  we  know  that  Esarhaddon  followed  Sennacherib ; 
therefore  the  Nabuchodonosor  of  Manasses  was  Esar- 
haddon. We  discern  somewhat  of  the  truth  from  similar 
confusion  in  Cedrenus,  who  says  that  Salmanassar,  who  cedrenus. 
commenced  to  reign  in  the  sixth  of  Hezekiah,  was  also 
called  Nabunassar  and  Sardanapalus^  and  was  the  father 
of  Nebuchodonosor.  Again,  in  the  list  of  Assyrian  kings, 
in  the  second  book  of  Eusebius,  published  by  Cardinal 
Mai,  Nebuchodonosor  immediately  succeeds  Merodach- 
Baladin ;  and  though  I  do  not  urge  these  lists  as  free 
from  error,  I  think  they  shew  that  the  compiler  knew 
of  no  king  between  Merodach-Baladin  and  (I  suppose) 
Nabopolassar,  whom  he  had,  after  Josephus,  confounded 
with  Nebuchadnezzar  the  First.  Moses  of  Cherone,  making:  Moaesofcherone, 

,  °  lib.  i.  ch.  21. 

Nebuchadnezzar  to  be  m  the  next  generation  to  Arbases, 
has  fallen  into  the  same  confusion. 

Havins:  ascertained  that  the  chronolo&:ical  confusion  chronological 

^  ^  confirmation. 

*  The  brothers  Whiston,  and  Kolinsky,  are  of  the  same  opinion. 
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OHApm  X. 


Recapitulation. 


Wrong  filling  up 
of  the  interval. 


proceeds  from  Nabopolassar  having  been  identified  with 
Nebuchadnezzar  the  First,  I  will  examine  what  support 
there  is,  from  the  chronology  of  this  period,  for  the  iden- 
tification of  Nabopolassar  with  Esarhaddon.  The  point 
of  contact  between  sacred  and  profane  chronology  best 
established,  according  to  my  theory,  is  the  first  year 
of  Darius  Nothus,  connumerary  with  B.C.  424 ;  era  of 
Nabonassar,  325;  the  fifth  of  Nabopolassar  was  n.b.  127; 
and  his  first  year,  of  course,  n.e.  123 :  this  makes  a  dif- 
ference of  202  years,  from  which,  deducting  the  period  of 
the  seventy  years'  desolations,  it  gives  132  years  from  the 
first  of  Nabopolassar  to  the  last  year  of  Zedekiah ;  but 
132  years  from  the  last  of  Zedekiah  brings  us  to  the 
middle  of  the  eighteenth  of  Hezekiah  for  the  first  year  of 
Nabopolassar  or  Esarhaddon ;  and  the  nineteenth  of  He- 
zekiah is  the  year  which  I,  certainly  without  knowing  at 
the  time  of  this  coincidence,  had  fixed  upon  for  the 
commencement  of  the  reign  of  Esarhaddon. 

Let  us  conclude  this  head  by  striking  a  balance  with 
regard  to  the  evidence  for  and  against  Nabopolassar 
being  Nebuchadnezzar  the  First.  Josephus,  when  pro- 
fessing to  quote  Berossus,  casually  mentions  Nabopolassar 
when  he  clearly  intends  Nebuchadnezzar  the  First.  Jo- 
sephus, however,  neutralises  himself.  Against  the  iden- 
tity we  may  urge  that  the  two  copies  of  the  Astronomical 
Canon  fix  the  eclipse  to  two  different  reigns,  which  shews 
uncertainty  as  to  both.  Syncellus  says  expressly  that 
Nabopolassar  was  Sardanapalus ;  and  it  is  highly  pro- 
bable that  Sardanapalus  was  Esarhaddon.  But  what 
confirms  and  clinches  all  is  the  harmony  it  introduces 
between  the  three  great  chronological  documents,  Ma- 
netho,  the  astronomical  observations,  and  holy  writ. 

I  have  already  observed  that,  if  there  is  a  mistake  in 
the  identity  of  any  of  the  kings  in  whose  reign  an  eclipse 
was  observed,  the  intermediate  reigns  must  of  necessity 
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also  be  without  authority;  if,  then,  the  compiler  of  the 
Canon  mistook  Nabopolassar,  it  will  be  of  little  import- 
ance to  shew  confusion  or  doubt  with  regard  to  the  in- 
tervening reigns,  excepting  that  it  will  be  an  additional 
proof  of  the  greater  error  already  detected :  for  this  reason 
I  will  pursue  the  inquiry. 

In  comparing  a  bare  catalogue,  like  the  Astronomical,  ^"^'hlSSSi*** 
with  other  historical  documents,  we  can  only  seek  to  ^****™°®°*"- 
trace  a  resemblance  in  names,  similarity  in  the  order  in 
which  they  occur,  and  equality  of  duration.  I  do  not  see 
any  of  these.  If,  as  modern  chronologists  affirm,  He- 
rodotus and  the  Canon  are  both  infallible,  how  is  it  that 
there  is  so  little  resemblance  between  them?  We  see 
nothing  of  two  kings  of  the  name  of  Labynetus,  or  of  one 
queen  of  the  name  of  Nitocris,  in  the  Canon,  or  of  Neri- 
casolassarus  in  Herodotus.  One  or  two  names  we  find  in 
the  Canon  resembling  the  names  in  other  histories ;  but 
then  the  order  seems  different.  Polyhistor  says  that 
Elibus  reigned  three  years,  was  then  deposed  by  Sena- 
cherib,  and  Asordanius  his  son  appointed  king.  Now 
we  find  Asaradinus  in  the  Canon ;  but,  instead  of  Elibus, 
an  interregnum  of  eight  years  before  he  ascended  the 
throne :  and  lastly,  the  Canon  makes  Nabocolassarus 
reign  twenty-one  years ;  but  Berossus  gives  him  twenty- 
nine  ;  and,  if  I  am  correct  in  identifying  him  with  the 
Cyrus  of  Herodotus,  that  historian  gives  him  the  same 
number.  Thus,  confining  myself  to  the  period  with  which 
we  now  have  to  do,  I  find  no  resemblance  to  other  his- 
torical authority,  either  in  the  names,  order,  or  duration. 

With  all  this  difference,  one  is  inclined  to  ask  whence  whence  came  the 

names  which 

the    names    composing   the   Canon   are   derived  ?     Mr.  ocmpoae  the 
Bryant,  influenced  either  by  belief  of  the  correctness  of 
the  Canon,  or  by  dread  of  opposing  the  current  per- 
suasion,  argues  like   an   acute   mind   in   a   mist.     The 
Canon   of  Ptolemy,  he  is  aware,  has  been  universally 
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Chaptee  X. 


received  and  esteemed  particularly  authentic.  H^  con- 
tinues: ''The  learned  chronologer,  when  he  compiled 
ity  seems  to  have  detected  the  fallacy  of  the  Chaldsean 
and  Arabian  list"  [of  Africanus]  ....  He  therefore  cor- 
rected and  new-modelled  the  catalogue  according  to  the 
best  evidence  of  the  times  which  it  related  to,  and 
ascribed  to  every  king  the  just  number  of  years  that 
history  allotted  to  his  reign,  from  Nebuchadnezzar  down- 
wards.— {Bryant^  vol.  vi.  8vo.  p.  268.) 
The  list  of  Africanus  is  as  follows : — 


Chaldcean  Kings  of  Babylon* 

Evochous 6 

Chomasbolus 7 

Poms 35 

Nechobis 43 

Abius 48 

Oniballus 40 

Zinzirus 45 


Arabian  Kings  who  succeeded, 

Mardocentes 45 

Anon 41 

Sisimadochus 28 

Gabius 37 

Parannus 40 

Nabonnabus 25 


Which  Bryant  identifies  with  those  in  the  Canon,  thus : 


Chaldcean  and  Arabian  Kings. 


Abius  and  Gabius. 
Zinzirus  and  Porus. 

Mardocentes. 


Babylonian  Kings, 
Salmanasser  or  Nabonasser. 
Nadius  (Nabius  of  Euseb.) 
Chinzirus  and  Porus. 
Jugaeus.  . 
Mardoc-Empadus. 
Arkianus. 
Interreg, 
Belibius. 
Apronadius  (Aparanadisus  of    Parannus. 

Euseb.) 
Rigabelus(Erigebelus  of  Euseb.)  Oniballus. 
Mesessimordacus.  Sesimadochus  (Sesimardochus 

of  Syncell.) 
Interreg, 
Assar-Addinus. 


■  *  ■  — 
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Saosducheus. 

Chyniladanus. 

Nabopollassarus. 

Nabocholassarus.  Nechobis. 

Ilvarodamus. 

Nericassolassarus. 

Nabonadius.  Nabonabus. 

The  two  first  names  in  the  list  of  Africanus,  Bryant 
shews,  I  think  with  considerable  ingenuity,  belong  to  a 
very  different  period.  He  supposes  that  the  names  have 
been  transposed,  and  that  Chomasbolus  is  Ham  or  Cham^ 
which  signifies  **  Swart,  black,  sunburnt"  ....  "And 
Asbolus  in  the  Greek  is  of  the  same  purport,  and  was  at 
first  intended  as  a  translation  of  the  former.  Eupolemus, 
as  quoted  by  Alexander  Polyhistor,  mentions  that  Cham 
was  called  so"  (p.  263).  Evochous  he  makes  **  the  Great 
Chus,"  the  son  of  the  former.  If  this  is  a  correct  con- 
jecture, the  compiler  of  the  Canon  was  quite  right  in 
leaving  out  these  two  names;  but  he  was  not  equally 
wary  when  he  inserted  Chinzirus  and  Porus.  Bryant 
speaks  confidently  of  the  insertion  of  Porus  being  an 
error,  and  suspects  that  Chinzirus  should  be  removed 
from  the  Canon  also. 

Now  surely,  if  Bryant  argues  correctly,  and  if  his 
supposition  that  one  was  **  a  bad  copy  of  the  other" 
(p.  267)  be  well  founded,  then  the  Canon  was  the  bad 
copy ;  for  he  owns  the  list  of  Africanus  was  corrected  and 
new-modelled  to  form  the  Canon.  Two  names  were 
struck  off  which  marked  its  belonging  to  a  more  ancient 
dynasty,  and  one  or  two  names  were  retained  which 
should  have  been  rejected. 

Bryant  says  the  second  list  is  defective.  I  rather 
suppose  that  some  names  in  the  Canon  were  supplied 
from  elsewhere,  and,  though  the  resemblance  in  some  of 
the  names  is  very  striking,  yet  I  think^  in  one  or  two 
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cuAPTKE  X.     instances,  he  has  attempted  to  identify  names  that  have 

very  little  similarity :  for  example,  Nechobis  with  Nebo- 

cholassarus.      I  think   it    more   likely  that  the  four  or 

five  last  Babylonians  were  supplied  from  Berossus,  and 

Belibus   or   Elibus   from   Polyhistor,   and   Assaraddinus 

or   Isarindinus    either    from   Polyhistor    or  the  Jewish 

Scriptures. 

What  authority  And  uow  the  qucstiou  arises.  What  authority  are  we 

J2^f»*~"       to   attach   to   the   era   of  Nabonassar,  upon  which   the 

Canon  is  constructed?     It  does  not  appear  to  have  been 

Notchaidsan,     Chaldaeau,   because    the    erratic    year    here    used    was 

styled  Egyptian.  •' 

nSX*°"'^u*  ^SyP*^^">  ^^^  ^^^  "^*  Chaldaean.     Censormus,  speakmg 
^98.*"*^^*^"'    of  the  Egyptians,  says,  ''Their  civil  year  has  only  365 
days,  without  any  intercalation."     Again  he  says,  "  For 
as  by  our  people,  so  by  the  Egyptians,  certain  years  are 
registered,  as  those  which  they  name  after  Nabonassar, 
because   they   begin   from   the  first  year  of  that  king's 
reign,  of  which  years   the   present   one  is  the  986th." 
Ditto,  cap. xxi.     Ptolcmy  hiuisclf  says,  '*  At,  however,  our  epoch,  that  is 
the  first  year  of  Nabonassar,  or,  according  to  the  Egyptian 
mode  of  dating,  the  first  of  Thoth,  at  midday,  the  sun, 
according  to  his  mean  motion,  occupied,  as  we  have  a 
Ptolemy,  ub.  m.  Httlc  bcforc  shcwu,  the  place  0°'45  in  Pisces."     "  Pto- 
part  ii.  p.  105.     Icmy,  cvcry  where  in  his  Almagest,  tells  us  that  his  com- 
putations were  made  by  Egyptian  years ;  which  he  had 
no  need  to  say  whilst  he  was  using  a  Chaldaean  era,  if  the 
Egyptian  and  Chaldaean  year  had  been  the  same.     He, 
therefore,  no  doubt,  distinguished  the  Egyptian  from  the 
jackaon,  vol.  ii.    Chaldaean.*'     So  argues  Jackson.     Ptolemy,  however,  not 

P«  81. 

only  marks  that  the  year,  but  also  that  the  day  and 
month  of  the  Chaldaean  observations,  are  given  according 
to  the  Egyptian  habit;  upon  which  Freret,  carrying 
out  the  argument  of  Jackson,  says :  "  From  which  we 
must  conclude  that  this  form  was  peculiar  to  the 
Egyptians  :    had    it    been    common    to   them    with    the 
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BabyloDians,  the  precaution  had  been  useless ;  and  no 
doubt  Ptolemy  would  have  said  somewhere  that  these 
years  and  months  were  common  to  both  nations." 

In  Ptolemy  we  have  sixty-two  observations  :  none  are  observations  re- 

•^  ''  duced  to  the  er». 

dated  only  by  the  year  of  Nabonassar ;  all  mark  the  year 
of  the  prince  or  magistracy  under  which  they  were  made ; 
and  this  precedes  that  of  the  era.  In  thirty-two  ob- 
servations Ptolemy  does  not  mention  the  era  of  Nabo- 
nassar at  ally  and  in  the  thirty,  which  have  the  era 
marked,  it  is  in  some  instances  added  some  lines,  or  even 
some  chapters,  later;  for  example,  in  the  three  eclipses 
of  the  first  and  second  of  Mardoc-Empadus,  the  date 
taken  from  the  era  of  Nabonassar  is  only  given  two 
chapters  later,  and  when  it  is  wanted  to  apply  these 
eclipses  to  the  radical  epoch.  The  same  thing  occurs 
with  the  two  eclipses  in  the  twentieth  and  thirty-first  of 
Darius.  It  is  only  when  Ptolemy  draws  from  them  an 
astronomical  consequence,  or  that  he  compares  them  with 
other  eclipses,  that  he  mentions  the  era  of  Nabonassar. 
In  short,  he  reduces  them  to  the  era;  he  does  not  find 
them  recorded  in  connexion  with  the  era. 

No  one  else  before  Ptolemy  gives  us  any  account  of  ptoiemy  first 
this  era;  he  probably  borrowed  all  the  Babylonian  ob- 
servations which  he  records  from  Hipparchus,  for  he  con- 
stantly quotes  him,  but  never  from  Berossus,  or  any 
Babylonian  authority ;  and,  if  there  had  been  this  Baby- 
lonian era,  we  certainly  should  have  learned  it  from 
Hipparchus. 

When  Ptolemy,  in  the  words  of  Hipparchus,  relates  Hipparchus  re- 

"  *  *  cords  the  eclipsM 

the  three  eclipses  observed  at  Babylon  during  the  years  *n<^ejd^ with 
366  and  367  of  Nabonassar  (23d  of  December  and  18th  of 
June,  383,  and  i2th  of  December,  382  b.c),  he  adds  the 
archonate  of  Phenostratus  and  that  of  Evander  with  the 
date  of  the  Athenian  month.  Had  the  astronomers  been 
in   the  custom  of  using  the  era  of  Nabonassar,  would 
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chaitox.    Hipparchus  have  added  these  Greek  dates  to  Chaldaean 
observations?" 

But  what  appears  to  me  more  direct  evidence  is,  that 
ptotomyTCdnoM  Ptolcmy  givcs  US  two  obscrvations  with  the  date  of  the 
to  the  era  of  N»-  Chaldseau  era  and  the  Chaldaean  month  in  one,  and  both 


these  he  reduces  to   the   era  of  Nabonassar  with   the 
Aim68edi,]ib.iz.  Egyptian  mouths. 

If  the  era  of  Nabonassar  had  been  Chaldaean,  is  it 
probable  that  the  Chaldseans  would  have  forsaken  it  for 
one  which  excluded  all  the  older  eclipses? 

But  even,  if  that  supposition  were  possible,  is  it  also 
possible  to  conceive  that  Ptolemy,  in  bringing  the  date 
back  again  to  the  supposed  original  era,  would  not  have 
mentioned  that  he  did  so,  rather  than  say  he  was  reducing 
it  to  the  era  which  he  called  the  Egyptian,  giving  also  the 
Egyptian  month  which  corresponded  with  the  Chaldaean 
month? 

The  fact  of  Ptolemy  reckoning  from  the  death  of 
Alexander,  as  he  often  does,  is  in  itself  a  very  strong  pre- 
sumption that  the  era  of  Nabonassar  was  adopted  after 
the  era  of  the  death  of  Alexander  had  been  in  use ;  for, 
had  the  era  of  Nabonassar  been  first  in  use,  why  should 
it  have  stopped  at  the  death  of  Alexander?  The  break  is 
very  inconvenient :  it  would  have  been  more  natural  for 
the  years  of  the  era  to  have  continued.  At  any  rate,  if 
the  era  was  to  stop,  one  would  have  expected  it  to  stop 
with  the  close  of  the  preceding  dynasty,  rather  than  with 
the  first  king  of  a  new  dynasty. 

We   have,   moreover,   according  to   Freret,   express 

testimony  respecting  the  nature  of  the  period  employed 

Thechaidnan    bv  the  Chaldaeaus.     They  had  two  periods  called  saves. 

period  different.       ''  .    . 

composed  of  lunar  months,  one  for  civil  usage,  the  other 
employed  only  by  astronomers.  It  is  simply  named  hjHesy- 
chius  ;  but  Suidas  enters  more  into  detail  respecting  that 
for  civil  usage.     It  consisted  of  eighteen  intercalary  lunar 
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years,  of  which  six  consisted  of  thirteen  lunar  months,  so 
that  the  entire  period  was  220  moons  ;  120  of  these  sares 
make  2220  (lunar)  years,  2160  intercalary  years.  Aby- 
denus  shews  that  the  sare  equalled  six  neres^  and  the  nere 
equalled  ten  sosses;  so  each  nere  comprehended  37  moons, 
i.e,  two  simple  and  one  intercalary  lunar  year. 

The  period  of  223  moons,  which  Geminus  calls  evolution  Geminus,  c.  is. 
or  revolution,  he  formally  attributes  to  the  Cbaldseans; 
it  consisted,  according  to  him,  of  6585  days  and  eight 
hours.  Pliny  says,  in  speaking  of  this  period,  that  it 
gives  the  return  of  the  eclipses,  which  has  been  investi- 
gated and  proved  by  Halley.  Hauey. 

Ptolemy  quotes  Hipparchus  respecting  this  period,  j^'®J°J» 
without,  however,  expressly  mentioning  that  it  was  Chal- 
dsean.  Yet  the  tables  of  Ptolemy  bear  sensible  traces  of 
the  Chaldsean  sare  of  eighteen  years,  for  the  years  are  dis- 
tributed in  periods  of  eighteen  years^  which  in  these  tables 
have  no  astronomical  convenience ;  for  the  eighteen  Egyp- 
tian years  which  he  employs  are,  according  to  the  hypo- 
thesis of  Ptolemy  himself,  shorter  by  four  days  ten  hours 
nearly  than  a  similar  number  of  solar  revolutions,  and  con- 
tain nearly  thirteen  days  more  than  the  revolutions  of  the 
moon  in  its  orbit.  No  other  reason  than  that  of  conform- 
ing to  established  usage  could  induce  Ptolemy  to  make 
use  of  such  a  vicious  period,  and  which  was  neither  Greek 
nor  Egyptian. 

The  three  observations  made  at  Babylon  since  the  obserrations  at 

Babylon  proye  it. 

death  of  Alexander,  and  related  by  Ptolemy,  prove  that 
the  Chaldaean  astronomers  employed  a  period  composed 
of  lunar  months  and  years,  and  that  the  era  by  which 
they  counted  these  years  was  very  different  from  that  of 
NaBonassar.  The  epoch  of  this  era  falls  B.C.  312,  and,  if 
not  the  very  era,  is,  at  least,  near  that  of  the  Seleucidse. 

Lastly,  Freret  says,  "  We  do  not  see  that  historians, 
nor  even  chronologists,  ever  made  use  of  the  era  of  Nabo- 
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CuAPmt  X. 


Freret. 


nassar;  and  it  is  certain  that  it  was  not  employed  at 
Babylon,  either  in  history  or  astronomy.  There  are  no 
traces  of  it  either  in  Berossus  or  Megasthenes."  So 
argues  Freret;  and  it  appears  clear  to  me,  that  the 
Astronomical  Canon  in  its  present  form  could  not  have 
been  the  work  of  Chaldsean  astronomers,  but  must  have 
been  that  of  the  astronomers  of  Alexandria. 

Pliny  is  conjectured  to  have  had  the  epoch  of  Nabo- 
nassar  in  view  when  speaking  of  a  succession  of  astrono- 
mical observations  of  480  years  mentioned  by  Berossus, 
and  of  720  quoted  by  Epigenus.  That  there  were  astro- 
nomical observations  procured  at  Babylon  is  not  denied, 
but  that  they  were  referred  to  a  common  era,  the  epoch 
of  which  is  dated  from  Nabonassar,  is  only  conjecture. 
Ptolemy  and  Censorinus  are  the  first  who  have  named 
Nabonassar,  and  clearly  marked  the  epoch  of  this  era ; 
and  it  appears  hardly  possible,  if  there  had  been  a  Chal- 
daean  era  of  Nabonassar,  more  scientific  and  more  con- 
venient than  the  Egyptian,  that  Ptolemy  would  have 
reduced  it  from  the  one  to  the  other.  Unless  we  can 
suppose  national  vanity  may  have  actuated  the  Egyptians, 
in  order  to  conceal  the  fact  of  their  having  derived  their 
knowledge  of  astronomy  from  the  Chaldaeans,  one  might 
be  led  to  believe  that  the  eclipses  could  not  have  been 
originally  referred  to  any  common  era. 

Simplicius,  from  Porphyry,  tells  us  that  Callisthenes 
discovered  some  very  ancient  observations,  some  as  much 
as  1903  years  old,  and  that  he  sent  them  to  Aristotle. 
This  brings  us  back  to  the  time  of  Abraham,  and  sets 
aside  the  story  of  Nabonassar  having  destroyed  all  the 
observations  previous  to  his  reign,  in  order  that  that  might 
be  the  epoch.  The  same  story,  moreover,  is  told  by 
Moses  of  Cherone  respecting  Ninus,  the  king  of  Nineveh  ; 
and,  as  he  was  more  nearly  contemporary  with  Abraham, 
I  should  think  it  more  likely  to  be  true  with  regard  to 
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him ;  that  is  to  say,  if  there  were  any  documents  at  that 
time  to  destroy. 

It  would  appear  from  the  above,  that  Ptolemy  himself  ptoiemycon- 

*^*^  •'  ,         structedthe 

probably  constructed  the  skeleton  of  the  Astronomical  ^eieton. 
Canon ;  but  who  filled  up  the  intermediate  reigns  between 
the  recorded  eclipses?  According  to  Theon,  Ptolemy 
was  the  author  of  the  second  part  of  the  Canon,  from  the 
death  of  Alexander  to  the  last  year  of  Antoninus.  More- 
over, I  think  I  have  shewn  some  grounds  for  suspecting 
that  the  part  before  the  death  of  Alexander  was  filled  up 
by  some  Christian  chronologers. 

If  the  Canon  was  in  existence  in  the  time  of  Clement 
of  Alexandria,  could  he  have  been  ignorant  of  it  ?  or  how 
could  he  have  neglected  it  so  entirely,  as  by  his  Stromata 
was  evidently  the  case?* 

We  have  already  seen  that  Eusebius,  by  a  parenthe-  Eusebius, 
tical  remark,  elongated  the  reigns  as  given  by  Polyhistor ; 
there  is  also  a  corresponding  elongation  in  Theon's  copy 
of  the  Astronomical  Canon.     Aeain,  Howes  observes,  that  Howes,  vol.  u. 
there  is  only  one  passage  extant  which  mentions  that  the 
conquest  of  Babylon  was  in  the  twentieth  of  Cyrus,  and 
that  passage  is  in  Eusebius.     The  Canon,  in  accordance 
with  this,  gives  to  Cyrus  nine  years  over  Babylon ;  the 
Ecclesiastical   Canon,   it   would   appear,   was   composed 
by   some    one  who    knew   not  this   later  discovery   of 
Eusebius. 

Clemens  thought  that  the  reign  of  Cyrus  in  Persia 
and  in  Babylon  commenced  identically.  We  have  seen, 
moreover,  from  Herodotus,  that  Cyrus  overcame  Crcesus 
about  the  third  or  fourth  year  of  his  reign ;  but  Trogus 

*  Clement  died,  cir.  a.d.  220.  He  gives  the  following  list :  Cyrus, 
30;  Cambyses,  19;  Darius,  46;  Xerxes,  26;  Artaxerxes,  41;  Darius, 
8 ;  Artaxerxes,  42 ;  Ochus  or  Arses,  3.  There  is  probably  an  error 
in  the  decimals  in  the  second,  third,  fourth,  and  sixth  kings.  They 
probably  were  respectively,  9,  36,  16,  and  18. 

Q 
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chapthx.    Pompeius  says,  that  Cyrus  took  Babylon  before  he  con- 

jasfeiii,Li.o.7.    qiiered  Croesus. 

There  is  mther  a  curious  agreement  of  the  dynasties 
of  Manetho,  according  to  Eusebius,  with  the  Astronomical 
Canon ;  and  what  makes  it  more  remarkable  is,  that 
there  is  a  similar  correspondence  between  the  dynasties, 
according  to  Africanus,  and  the  Ecclesiastical  Canon. 
Eusebius,  in  the  dynasties,  makes  Ochus  reign  ten  years 
in  Egypt,  and,  in  correspondence  with  this^  the  Astrono- 
mical Canon  gives  Ochus  a  reign  of  twenty-one  years 
altogether ;  but  the  Ecclesiastical  Canon  gives  Ochus  only 
five  years'  reign  altogether,  and,  in  correspondence  with 
this,  the  dynasties,  according  to  Africanus,  give  Ochus  but 
two  years  in  Egypt. 

I  should  suppose  that  the  former  part  of  the  Astrono- 
mical Canon  was  composed  about  the  time  of  Eusebius. 
Halma  mentions  Ammonius  of  Alexandria,  a  Christian 
philosopher,  and  master  of  Origin  and  Plotinus,  who,  in 
the  third  century,  wrote  his  commentaries  upon  the  oom- 

Noto  on  Theon,  positiou  of  Ptolcmy ;  but  they  are  totally  lost.  I  do  not 
see  why  the  copy  which  we  get  from  Theon  might  not 
have  been  composed  by  Ammonius.  The  Ecclesiastical 
Canon  is,  perhapsi  as  old  as  Africanus. 


APPENDIX  I.  TO  CHAPTER  X. 


HIEROGLYPHICS. 


I  AMi  perhaps,  called  upon  to  make  a  few  remarks  upon  the 
evidence  deduced  from  the  hieroglyphic  discoveries. 

In  the  Cosseir  road  there  is  a  tablet  containing  the  car- Burton,  Excerpta 

°  Hieros^yphica, 

touches  of  three  Persian  kings,  which  Young,  Rosellini,  Wilkin-  No.  i.  plate  yUi. 

son,  and,  indeed,  all  the  students  on  the  subject,  consider  to 

denote  the  names  of  Cambyses,  Darius,  and  Xerxes.     The 

respective  numbers  6,  36,  and  12  years  are  added,  denoting,  as 

is  supposed,  that  some  individual  lived,  or  exercised  some  office, 

for  six  years  during  the  reign  of  Cambyses,  for  the  whole  of  the 

reign  of  Darius,  and  twelve  years  of  the  reign  of  Xerxes.     If 

this  is  a  contemporary  testimony,  and  is  correctly  deciphered, 

it,  doubtless,  presses  heavily  against  my  theory,  as  it  would 

denote  the  succession  of  Darius  to  Cambyses,  instead  of  hb 

being  contemporary  with  Cyrus. 

Rosellini  abo  telb  us  that  there  is  a  monument  now  in  the 
Vatican,  a  statue  enveloped  in  an  ample  vest,  which  is  covered 
with  hieroglyphical  inscriptions,  arranged  in  columnar  order ;  in 
some  of  which  are  found  some  royal  cartouches,  four  of  them 
differing  one  from  another,  and  so  arranged,  that  in  the  third 
column  we  find  Hamesto,  the  prsenomen  of  Apriesy  and  in  the 
fifth  the  name  of  Cambyses,  in  the  sixth  a  pnenomen  similar  to 
one  found  in  Kamak  joined  to  the  name  Psammetic,  and  in  the 
seventh  the  praenomen  of  Amasis.  Rosellini  supposes  that  these 
cartouches  denote  "  four  different  and  consecutive  monarchs." 
Yet  the  way  he  would  explain  Cambyses'  coming  after  Apries  is, 
that  the  individual  lived,  or  enjoyed  some  ofiice,  from  the  time 
of  Apries  to  the  time  of  Cambyses,  and  during  the  reigns  of 
Amasis  and  Psammetic  the  Third.  This  is,  of  course,  inter- 
preting or  adapting  the  evidence  we  derive  from  the  hiero- 
glyphics to  the  present  views  of  history.    The  direct  evidence  is. 
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'Appemdix  t.  tliat  Cambyses  (Kembett  or  Kamboth)  came  immediately  after 
Apries,  and  that  Psammetic  the  Third  was  before  Amasis ;  and 
if,  as  Wilkinson  says,  the  marriage  of  Amasis  to  a  daughter  of 
Psammetic  the  Third  is  proved  by  abundant  evidence,  it  is  pro- 
bable that  Psammetic  was  either  before  or  contemporary  with, 
but  not  after  Amasis. 

Rosellini  also  informs  us,  that  the  name  of  Cambyses  is 
twice  repeated,  but  he  does  not  say  in  what  order.  I  should 
suppose  that  this  denoted  his  being  contemporary  with  these 
different  kings;  he  reigning  in  Persia  whilst  the  others  were 
reigning  subordinately  in  Egypt.  This  accords  with  my  view 
of  the  chronology  of  the  period. 

Rosellini  also  mentions  an  inscription  recording  the  victory 
by  the  Persians  in  the  reign  of  Amasis.  It  took  place  in  the 
twenty-seventh  year  of  a  king,  who  Rosellini  does  not  doubt 
was  a  Persian  monarch,  whose  identity  he  cannot  determine, 
but  whose  name  he  deciphers  to  be  Tnebusc.  According  to 
my  view,  Apries  must  have  been  overthrown  and  Amasis  placed 
upon  the  throne  of  Egypt  by  Nebuchadnezzar  in  the  twenty- 
sixth  or  twenty-seventh  of  his  reign. 

It  appears  then  that  the  evidence  from  the  hieroglyphics  is 
contradictory.  How  are  we  to  decide  which  is  correct  ?  that 
which  is  in  accordance  with  the  Grecian  historians  or  that 
which  is  not  ?  Some  would  be  ready  to  say,  Surely  that  which 
agrees. 

If  each  record  was  equally  near  the  time  of  the  event,  we 
might  be  led  to  say,  that  the  double  testimony  of  hieroglyphics 
and  history  would  outweigh  the  solitary  evidence  from  hiero- 
glyphics alone.     But,  if  there  are  grounds  for  believing  that  the 
hieroglyphic  testimony  which  agrees  with  the  history  is  of  a 
much  later  date  than  the  history,  whilst  we  have  no  evidence  as 
to  the  date  of  the  other  hieroglyphics,  then  I  should  say,  that 
which  agrees  with  the  history  is  probably  derived  from  the 
.    history ;  whereas,  the  other  is  probably  more  ancient  than  the 
history,  for  what  object  could  there  be  in  making  monuments 
contrary  to  the  received  history?     Now,  I  think  there  is  evi- 
dence, that  in  all  probability  the  Cosseir  inscription  could  not 
Herod,  iii.  7.        have  been  engraved  near  the  time  of  the  Persians.     Herodotus 
tells  us  that  the  Persians  opened  the  road  to  Egypt  through  the 
Herod,  iii.  6.       desert,  and  he  speaks  of  that  being  the  only  road  in  use  in  his 


HIEROGLYPHICS.  229 

days.     On  the  other  hand,  Stiabo  tells  us  that  the  road  to  strabo,  ub.  xtu. 
Cosseir  was  not  made  until  the  time  of  Ptolemy  Philadelphus. 
We  may,  therefore,  infer  that  the  inscriptions  upon  that  road 
were  at  least  as  late  as  that  date.* 

And  that  the  inscriptions  were  made  after  the  Persian  history 
had  received  a  tincture  from  Greek  historians,  is  probable  from 
the  names  themselves.  Rosellini  deciphers  the  first  name  Ken- 
buth  or  Kenboth,  and  the  second  Ntariusc ;  the  third  name  has 
only  one  letter  left,  which,  according  to  the  alphabets,  is  ex- 
pressive of  an  L :  it,  therefore,  may  or  may  not  stand  for  one  of 
the  middle  letters  of  Xerxes.  The  second  cartouche  is  intended, 
we  may  presume,  to  express  the  name  of  Darius ;  but,  suppose 
we  are  correct  in  changing  an  n  and  a  t  into  a  d,  and  substitut- 
ing an  R  for  an  l,  and  then,  by  supplying  the  proper  vowels, 
we  are  able  thus  to  express  Darius,  after  all,  what  is  it  but 
the  Greek  expression  of  the  Barbarian  name?  Strabo,  in  stating 
that  the  Greeks  changed  the  names  of  the  barbarians,  instances 
Darius  as  one  so  changed  from  Dariaces,  or  probably  Dariavesh.  Daii.iz.  i. 

Again,  Cambyses,  according  to  Sir  William  Jones,  does  not 
express  any  Persian  name,  Grotefend  cannot  find  any  thing  like 
it  in  the  names  of  kings  in  the  Persepolitan  inscriptions ;  and, 
in  the  native  Persian  historians,  the  only  name  like  it  which  I 
can  discover,  belongs  to  Nawder  or  Nawser,  who  was  called 
Kumbakht.  Now,  the  orthography  of  the  name  supposed  to 
denote  Cambyses  is  different  at  Cosseir  from  that  on  the  statue 
of  Cairo ;  the  one  at  Cosseir  being  Kenbuth  is  not  so  similar  to 
the  Persian  name  as  the  one  from  Cairo,  which  is,  according  to 

Rosellini,  Kambothth.f  RoaeUinl,  Moo. 

del  Egito,  part  i. 
torn.  u.  p.  164. 

*  Rosellini  mentions  a  Persepolitan  monument  near  Suez. — ^Vol.  ii. 
p.  193. 

-j*  I  have  argued  upon  the  supposition  that  there  is  no  error  in  the 
interpretation  of  the  hieroglyphics,  though  Savolini  maintains  that 
the  first  letter  of  the  cartouche,  said  to  belong  to  Darius,  denotes  DG ; 
and  I  perceive  that  one  of  the  other  signs,  as  given  by  Burton,  is  not 
in  any  alphabet,  and  is  altered  by  Rosellini  to  a  sign  expressive  of  a 
known  letter.  As,  therefore,  the  first  syllable  is  Djem,  and  one  letter 
of  the  second  is  unknown,  some  ingenious  theorist  might  extort 
Djemshid  out  of  it ! 
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I  AM  not  competent,  nor  in  any  way  indined,  to  take  up  the 
inquiry  into  Grecian  chronology.  It  is  necessary  only  for  me 
to  state,  that  the  Olympiads  were  not  used  as  an  era  until  a  late 
date :  "  The  Olympian  Catalogue  was  first  published  by  Hyp- 
pias  the  Eleian,  not  till  toward  the  10(Hh  Olympiad,  B.c.  376. 
The  first  history  digested  by  Olympiads,  that  of  TimcBus,  was 
above  100  years  later,  B.C.  276 ;  and  Eratosthenes,  called  the 
father  of  ancient  chronology,  did  not  flourish  till  about  the  133d 
Olympiad,  B.C.  244."  This  is  quoted  from  Mitford,  and  ap« 
proved  of  by  Crostwaite,  who  says,  '<  Any  referoice  therefore  to 
any  Olympiad  before  the  sixtieth  must,  in  general,  be  retr»* 
spective." 

I  think  we  may  argue,  that  when  any  writer  states  that  sudi^ 
and-such  an  event  happened  in  one  of  the  early  Olympiads^  we 
must  not  receive  it  as  matter  of  evidence,  but  of  inference;  not 
as  contemporary  testimony,  but  as  subsequent  system.  For 
example,  Diodorus  Siculus  says,  *^  Cyaxares  was  elected  king  in 
the  second  year  of  the  seventeenth  Olympiad,  '  as  Herodotus 
says.' "  Herodotus  does  not  mention  the  Olympiads  as  modes 
of  reckoning  in  any  part  of  his  history  ;*  but  from  the  dates 
which  he  gives,  Diodorus,  I  suppose,  calculates  that  that  event 
happened  at  that  time.  This,  I  say,  is  system,  and  entirely 
depends  upon  the  correctness  of  the  cUUa  used  in  the  calcu- 
lation. 


*  Though,  when  he  mentioned  the  games  as  going  on  at  the  thne 
Xerxes  invaded  Greece,  it  would  have  been  natural  to  have  said  what 
Oljrmpiad  it  was,  had  they  at  that  time  been  used  chronologically. 
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But,  when  it  is  said  that  an  event  happened  when  such  a 
one  was  victor;  as,  for  example,  Pausanius  tells  us  that  the 
Argives  vanquished  the  Lacedemonians  at  Hysia,  when  Pisis- 
tratus  ruled  over  Athens,  in  the  fourth  year  of  the  Olympiad  in 
which  Eurybotus  was  victor  in  the  Stadium ;  or,  when  Thucydides  ThQC7d.Ui.  8. 
mentions  the  Olympiad  when  Doricus  the  Rhodean  was  victor 
the  second  time,  that  looks  like  testimony  respecting  synchron- 
ous events  handed  down  by  contemporaries. 

Now,  when  it  is  said  that  Diodorus  Siculus,  Thallus,  Castor, 
Polybius,  Phlegon,  agree  in  fixing  the  commencement  of  the 
reign  of  Cyrus  in  Persia  to  the  first  year  of  the  fifty-fifth  Olym- 
piad, this  appears  a  formidable  array  of  evidence;  but  is, 
according  to  the  above  view,  of  no  great  weight ;  for,  following 
the  history  of  Herodotus,  they  calculate  back,  and  fix  the  reign 
accordingly.    If,  therefore,  Herodotus  is  wrong,  all  are  wrong. 


CHAPTER  XL 

AN  ATTEMPT  TO  ELICIT  SOME  LIGHT  WITH  REGARD  TO 
THE  TIMES  OP  THE  CAPTIVITY. 

iiAfTH  XI.  That  there  is  immense  confusion  with  respect  to  the 

history  of  the  Captivity,  I  think  all  who  have  examined 
tlic  question  will  acknowledge:  the  discovery  of  the  causes 
of  disorder  should  be  the  first  step  towards  the  recovery 
of  the  truth  ;  with  this,  therefore,  I  shall  commence. 

ilS'hfaiirei.        '^  appears  to  me  that  the  confusion  has  arisen  more 

■/•tenis.  fj,^^j  wrong  points  of  contact  between  the  chronological 
records  of  the  several  nations  than  from  errors  in  each  of 
tlie  different  systems ;  one  example  of  this  I  have  at- 
tempted to  unfold  at  some  length,  in  pointing  out  the 
difference  between  the  Grecian  and  Asiatic  chronology  of 
Herodotus. 

ong  idon-  Another  form  of  error,  which  may  be  either  the  cause 

or  consequence  of  the  former,  is,  wrong  identifications.  I 
have  already  mentioned  Nabopolassar's  supposed  identity 
with  Nebuchadnezzar  the  First;  there  having  been  two 
overthrows  of  the  Assyrian  power,  each  by  a  combination 
of  a  Median  with  a  Babylonian  or  a  Chaldsean  power, 
there  having  been  also  among  the  Babylonians  a  king  of 
the  name  of  Merodach,  and  a  king  of  the  name  of  Nabo- 
polassar  succeeding  him,  about  the  time  of  one  overthrow; 
and  among  the  Chaldseans,  a  Nebuchadnezzar  and  an 
Evil-Merodach  about  the  time  of  another  overthrow. 

But,  if  I  have  succeeded  in  shewing  that  the  Cyrus  of 
Herodotus   was   not  the   Coresch   of  Scripture,  it  will 
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be  admitted  that  this  universally  received  opinion  has 
been  the  most  extensively  fatal  cause  of  confusion,  whether 
of  the  times  before  or  after  his  reign,  as  well  as  of  the 
chronology  of  all  nations,  Persian,  Grecian,  Egyptian, 
Jewish,  and  even  Roman. 

The  nature  of  the  evidence  which  we  have  has  tended  Nature  of  the 

evidence. 

to  perpetuate  errors  of  chronologists,  for  most,  if  not  all, 
of  the  testimony  respecting  the  times  of  the  Captivity, 
has  been  transmitted  either  by  Jews  or  Christians,  each 
anxious  to  shew  the  truth  of  a  period  of  seventy  years 
either  of  captivity  or  desolation,  and  each  anxious  to  give 
their  own  views  respecting  the  prophecy  of  the  seventy 
weeks.  They  were  willing  to  agree  in  the  first,  but  very 
anxious  to  differ  in  the  other ;  and  yet  in  both  did  they 
strive  to  reconcile  their  notions  with  the  chronology  of 
the  Greeks :  this  very  attempt  at  reconciliation  being  a 
fresh  source  of  error. 

In  striving:  to  rectify  the  mistakes  of  our  predecessors.  Evidence  should 

.  .  .  be  oUunifled. 

a  division  and  classification  of  the  evidence  should  be 
attempted ;  first,  between  profane  testimony  and  the  evi- 
dence of  those  anxious  to  reconcile  Scripture  with  it.  In 
profane  testimony,  the  evidence  of  those  who  have  not 
had  the  opportunity  of  becoming  acquainted  with  the 
sacred  writings  would  make  one  division  ;  those  heathens 
who  have  heard,  but  have  rejected  the  Divine  Word,  would 
form  another,  and  very  different  class.  The  believers  in 
revelation  must  also  be  separated  into  Jewish  and  Christian 
authority.  This  will  assist  us  to  discover  and  distinguish 
in  the  various  evidence  between  what  comes  from  dis- 
interested testimony^  what  from  malignity,  and  what  from 
the  bias  of  system. 

In  considering  the  evidence  of  the  believers  in  revela-  Different  theories 
tion,  we  must  bear  in  mind  the  different  theories  with 
regard  to  the  Captivity,  whether  it  commenced  in  the 
first,    eighth,    or    nineteenth    of   Nebuchadnezzar,   and 
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CHAwn  XI.  whether  that  Nebuchadnezzar  be  the  first  or  second  of 
the  name.  For,  assuming  that  the  date  of  the  termination 
of  the  Captivity  is  fixed  and  settled,  these  views  would 
make  a  difference  of  nearly  half  a  century  in  the  date  of 
the  overthrow  of  the  Assyrian  empire.  But,  so  far  from 
the  time  of  the  termination  of  the  seventy  years  being 
settled,  there  are  different  opinions  as  to  whether  it  was 
to  the  first  or  twenty-first  of  Cyrus,  or  in  the  second  of 
Darius,  making  a  difference  of  nearly  forty  years  in  the 
termination,  even  though  we  do  not  admit  the  other  ele- 
ments of  doubt,  as  to  what  Darius  it  was,  in  whose  reign 
the  seventy  years  terminated ;  whether  Astyages  or  Cy- 
axares,  as  the  Jevdsh  view  has  been  interpreted  by  many; 
or  whether  Darius  Hystaspes,  as  Eusebius  and  his  fol- 

uvdT*!  cimxio-  lowers  maintain ;  or  whether  Darius  Nothus,  as  Tertnl* 
lian  supposed;  making  a  difference,  according  to  the 
common  chronology,  of  considerably  above  a  century. 
Now,  it  is  evident,  with  such  a  scope  of  variety  in  the 
outline  of  the  theory,  there  will  be  great  discrepancy 
in  the  filling  up  of  the  details ;  the  several  intervening 
king^  having  their  reigns  elongated  or  contracted  as  the 
various  theories  may  require. 

Phik).  I  have  already  alluded  to  a  document  from  Philo;  it  is 

as  follows :  ^^  From  the  captivity  of  Joiakim  to  the  desola- 
tion^ 11  years;  from  the  desolation  to  the  imprisonment 
of  Joiakim,  20  years;  and  from  the  day  of  bis  captivity, 
31  years.  In  the  space  of  the  six  following  years  was 
published  the  87th  Psalm.  At  the  end  of  the  seventh 
year,  Evil-Merodach  brought  Joiakim  out  of  prison  and 
honoured  him,  and  the  people  called  him  Neri,  because 

See  Luke,  iii.s7.  Ncr,  or  the  lamp  of  David,  the  extinction  of  which  they 
used  to  fear,  shone  forth  in  him ;  and  then  the  88th  Psalm 
came  out  for  rendering  thanks  to  God,  and  to  beg  for  the 
preservation  of  the  people,  and  the  speedy  mission  of  the 
Messiah.    A  son  was  soon  given  from  Ood  to  the  delivered 
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Neri*  His  name  was  Madybiel  with  the  saraame  Salathiel 
(or  Shealtiel),  who  in  the  seTenteenth  year  before  the  end 
of  the  Captivity  [begat]  Berachiae.  But  this  Berachias 
in  his  seyenteenth  year,  in  which  was  finished  the  Baby-' 
lonish  Captivity,  was  a  leader  of  the  people ;  and,  on 
account  of  this  dignity,  he  was  called  Zerubbabel,  in  the 
eighty-first  year  from  the  Babylonish  Captivity,  and  the 
seventieth  from  the  desolation. 

'^  So  there  were  two  kinds  of  principality  over  the 
people,  the  leaders  of  the  house  of  David,  and  the  priests 
of  the  tribe  of  Levi,*which  principalities  were  separate  Annins. 
until  the  days  of  the  Chasmonaei. 

^'According,  however,  to  the  chronicle  of  our  seventy 
seniors,  they  have  left  us  a  certain  writing  after  this 
manner:  Joshua,  the  son  of  Jehotzedec  the  high-priest, 
together  with  Berachias  Zerubbabel,  the  son  of  Miszeleel, 
the  son  of  Neri,  who  is  Joiachin,  in  the  first  year  of 
Cyrus,  went  up  to  Jerusalem.  In  the  second  year  he 
laid  the  foundations  of  the  temple,  by  the  word  of  Haggai 
and  Zachariah  the  prophets.  But  the  building  was  im- 
peded on  account  of  the  death  of  Darius  Hystaspes*  Nor 
could  he  go  up  to  Cyras,*  who  was  occupied  in  war  with  Annint. 
Tomyris.  And  when  Cyrus  was  slain,  after  him  reigned 
Assuerus  Artaxerzes  the  First.  He  went  to  war  with 
Arphaxad,  who  had  brought  supplies  to  Thomyris,  and 
because  he  had  seduced  the  Assyrians,  Medes,  and  Per- 
sians, into  rebellion.  This  Ahasuerus  dwelt  in  Babylonia 
[being  in  Babylon].  But,  in  consequence  of  the  princes  Amaot. 
of  the  land  of  Syria  having  written  an  accusation  against 
the  Jews,  this  Joshua,  in  the  twelfth  year  of  Assuerus, 
left  his  son  Joiakim,  who  is  also  called  Eli,  in  the  dignity 
of  high-priest,  and  went  up  to  Assuerus ;  but  being  then 

*  '^  Nor  could  Psnus  be  seen**  in  Annins. 
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chaptmi  XI.    distracted  with  war,  he  would  not  listen  to  his  application. 

Annins.  But  it  happened  that  [in  the  next  year],  when  he  had 

become  victorious,  having  heard  that  the  Jews  had  cat 
off  the  head  of  Uolophemes,  the  general  of  his  army,  he 
issued  a  decree  prohibiting  the  building  of  the  temple. 
When  he  died  he  left  two  sons,  who  contended  for  the 
empire.  In  the  seventh  month,  however,  when  Darius 
Longimanus  had  vowed  that  he  would  reverse  the  decree 
of  his  father  concerning  the  building  [of  the  temple],  he 
was  set  free  by  God  and  appointed  king.  In  the  first 
year  of  his  reign,  Joshua,  the  high-priest,  returned  to 
Jerusalem,  and  by  the  command  of  Haggai  and  Zechariah 
put  forth  his  hand  to  build  the  temple.  Joshua,  therefore, 
filled  the  office  of  high-priest,  in  the  first  instance,  for 

Fn«maito         thirtv-six  vcars,  [until  the  twelfth  year  of  Assuems  the 

Vetnstiailmoram.  •'  .  .  . 

elder,  and  Joiakim  his  son,  in  his  absence,  eight  years]. 
He  also  wrote  the  account  of  the  exploits  of  Judith,  and 
appointed  the  early  celebration  of  the  memorial  of  that 
deliverance. 

"  The  same  Joshua,  when  he  returned,  occupied  the 
Pontificate  twenty  years,  until  the  twentieth  year  of 
Longimanus,  being  then  130  years  old.  Joiakim  succeeded 
him.  He  was  high-priest  the  second  time  for  forty-eight 
years,  until  the  twelfth  year  of  Artaxerxes,  Assuems  the 
Great.  He  wrote  the  history  of  Esther,  and  instituted 
the  Purim  in  commemoration,"  &c. 

I  first  saw  this  document  in  a  recent  work  on  Daniel's 
seventy  weeks,  extracted  from  the  observations  of  G.  H. 
Vorst  upon  the  chronology  of  David  Gantz,  "  and  is 
translated  by  him  from  the  Hebrew  of  Rabbi  Azarius, 
who  himself  professes  to  have  translated  it  from  a  Latin 
Daniersprophecy  vcrsiou  of  a  work  of  JcdidsBUS  Alexandrinus,  or  Philo  the 

of  the  70  weekS) 

interpreted  by  a  Jew."     It  is  also  in  the  Fraqmeiita  Vetustissimorum^  pub- 
Layman,  p.  92.  ^      ^  •^  '  *^ 

lished  at  Venice  in  1498,  and  commented  on  in  a  work 
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published  the  same  year  by  the  once  famous  Annius  of 
Viterbo.  Before  I  make  any  remarks  upon  it,  I  must 
give  another  fragment,  which  professes  to  be  from  Megas- 
thenes,  and  which  was  also  published  in  the  same  two 
books  just  mentioned. 

"  This  one  [i.e.  Belochus^  prefect  of  the  army  of  Sar-  Megastheneit. 
danapalus]  divided  the  monarchy  with  Arbaces,  who  was 
at  that  time  King  of  the  Medes,  upon  condition  that 
Belochus  should  reign  over  Babylon,  and  Arbaces  over 
Media  and  Persia :  thus  was  the  monarchy  divided,  Sar- 
danapalus  having  been  killed  by  throwing  himself  into 
the  flames. 

"  These  [kings]  reigned  over  the  Medes  during  304 
years :  Arbaces,  28  ;  Mandanes  60 ;  Sosarmon,  30 ;  Arti- 
carmin,  50 ;  Arbianes,  22 ;  Arceus,  50 ;  Artines,  22 
Astybarus,  with  his  son  Apanda,  20 ;  Apanda  alone,  30 
he  being  dethroned,  Cyrus  and  Darius  reigned  36  years 
because,  before  the  monarchy  was  reunited,  they  reigned 
six  years  in  Persia,  afterwards  other  six  years,  when,  the 
Persian  kingdom  being  resigned  to  Cambyses  [his]  son, 
they  made  war  for  six  years  against  Tomyris.  queen  of  the 
Scythians.  In  the  sixth  year,  when  they  were  provoked 
by  the  Babylonians,  and  when  Balth-assar  was  killed, 
they  transferred  the  united  monarchy  to  the  Persians. 

"  For  the  same  number  of  years  the  government  lasted 
with  the  Babylonians.  The  first  of  them  Phul-Belochus 
reigned  48  years;  Phul-Assar,  25;  Salman- Assar,  17; 
Sennacherib,  7;  Assar-Adon,  10;  Merodach,  62;  Ben- 
Merodach,  21;  Nebugdonosor  the  First,  36;  Nebugdo- 
nosor  the  Great,  45 ;  Avilinus  Evil-Merodach,  30 ;  his 
first  son  Rag- Assar,  3;  the  second  Lab-Assar-Doch,  6; 
the  third  Bait- Assar,  5 ;  Balt-Assar  being  killed,  Cyrus 
and  Darius  reigned  together  2  years;  afterwards  Cyrus 
alone,  22;   the  son  of  Darius,  Artaxerxes  Assuerus  the 
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First,  20  yean ;  the  two  sons  of  this  man,  Cjrn»  Artabaim 
and  Darius  LongimaniiSy  contended  seven  months  fi>r  the 
kingdom,  rerenge  having  been  taken  in  the  meantime  on 
the  fiction  of  Tomyris,  which  had  treaeheioQsly  betrayed 
his  uncle  to  Tomyris.  In  the  serenth  month  Longimanos 
got  the  upper  hand,  and  reigned  37  years;  his  son  Darius 
Nothus,  19  years ;  Artazerzes  Darius  Mnemon  the  Crreat, 
55  years;  Artazerxes  Ochus,  26  years.  In  oar  times, 
Arses,  4  years ;  the  last  Darius,  6 ;  Alexander  the  Great, 
who  transferred  the  kingdom  to  the  Greeks,  12  years; 
Seleucus  Nichanor,  who  is  now  thirty  years  <dd,  succeeded 
to  the  whole  of  Asia  and  Syria." 

It  is  curious  to  obsenre  how  these  two  documents 
play  into  each  others  hands^  one ezpresnng distinctly  what 
you  are  left  to  gather  firom  the  other  by  implication ;  for 
example,  die  numbers  are  these : — 


Pkih. 


Cyras  and  Dariw>aliitf7«>  P3l  ynnimi       1 

2=:.::;L;-^"::::::d>^-p--^ 

Aanenai,  renudnder [8]   Joiakim....    8 

Looglinainii^flntpart ....  90     Jodma 10 

Longimimi,  wiaindtr  ..[17]| 

[NolhiM 19]>Joiakim....  48 

ArUzMTZM  the  Gnat,  Srat  IS  J 
TiUtheM|hofArtazerzM[21]   Eliaahib....  21 

[Bemaindar  of  Artazerxes  »]7Joiada S47 

TmtheendofOclMii  ,.  .[a6]lJoa(bam...,  S4j 

Jf«l 2lj«taa 10 

[Darins.., 6]3 

191 


CyniB  and  Darius  in  Poraiaaloiia  ( 

Cambyns  during  the  war C 

Cyras  and  Darinsjointlj  in  Media  ..    SI.     -  ^ 
Mi*"*"* 

90 

S7 

Nothns 19 

Artaanms  Mnemon  w 

Odras  •# 

Arses 4 

Darias S 

191 


It  will  be  obsenred  in  the  extract  from  Philo,  not  one 
king  has  the  length  of  his  reign  expressed ;  though,  by 
comparing  with  the  length  of  the  several  priesthoods 
which  are  given,  you  are  able  to  infer  what  the  length  of 
all  the  reigns  amounts  to,  and  pretty  nearly  what  the 
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length  of  each  must  have  been.  Then,  when  you  examine 
the  extract  from  Megasthenes,  the  length  of  each  reign  is 
expressed;  one  document  in  this  manner,  as  it  were, 
tacitly  confirming  the  other.  I  think  it  impossible 
not  to  suppose  one  was  compiled  with  reference  to  the 
other. 

By  comparing  the  names  of  the  Median  kings,  as  well  what  flimny 
as  the  length  of  their  reigns,  as  given  in  the  extract  from 
Megasthenes,  with  other  authorities,  we  shall  see  from 
what  family  of  evidence  it  originates. 


Heiodotitt. 


!)eiooe8*«  63 
*hn<nrtes22 
Tyaxares  40 

kstyages  35 


CtesiM. 


Arbaoes  ••  28 
MandaucesSO 
Soiannua  30 
Artiai****  00 
Abienes  •  •  22 
ArtauB  ••  40 
Artynet  •  •  22 
Astybares  40 

Aspa^  f  ** 


Megasthenes. 


Arbaces  •  •  28 
Mandanes  50 
Sosannon  30 
ArticarminSO 
Arbianes**  22 
Artens****  50 
Artines  •  •  22 
Astybanis  20 

Aspanda**  30 


Synodluf. 


Arbaces  •  •  28 
Mandauces20 
Sosarmus  30 
Artyas*.*  30 

Deioces  ••  64 
Aphraertei51 
Cyaxares    32 

A8tyages\  <» 
Darius    /* 


EuseUus. 

Castor. 

Arbaces  ••  86 

Abracus    28 

Mandauce820 

Sosarmus   30 

Sosarmus  4 

Artuas*«*>30 

Manithus40 

Carduces  23 

Dcdoces..  64 

Diycus*.  64 

Phraortes  24 

Fraortes   24 

Cyaxares    32 

Cyaxarus  32 

A8tyagis**38 

Astyacus  38 

Jomaadfli. 


ArbaoifflS 

So8annnf.30 
Madichus40 
Caxdkes  13 
Delooe8*«6S 
FrBortes  83 
Cyaxares  32 

Astyages  38 


■  I       !•  ' 


Remarks. 

Castor  says  the  kingdom  of  the  Medes  lasted  269  years,  but  the  list  gives  only  843.  So  I  oonodve 
Sosarmus  ought  to  have  thirty  years  instead  of  four.  All  the  others  give  that  nuBdypr*  and  that 
number  makes  the  aggr^ate  agree  with  the  amount  required  by  Castor. 


The  list  of  Megasthenes  agrees  most  closely  with  that  ctesua. 
of  Ctesias.    It  probably,  therefore,  came  from  the  same 
source,  which  Ctesia^  ^ys  was  Persian;  and  the  frag- 
ment receives  much  indirect  support  from  Jornimdes  and  Jonundea, 

JoiCin. 

Justin  regarding  the  death  of  Darius. 

But,  on  the  other  hand,  the  manner  in  which  the 
Kings  of  Babylon  are  introduced  has  very  much  the  air 
of  a  systematiser ;  and,  curiously  enough,  the  anjiQupt  of 
years  agrees  exactly  with  the  number  attributed  in  the 
aggregate  to  the  Median  kings,  viz.  304 ;  but  which 
is  two  years  more  than  the  d^tia.il  of  MediiiW  reigns 
makes. 
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CHAPTga  XI.  The  amount  of  years  from  Merodach  to  the  nineteenth 

of  Nebuchodonosor  the  Second  agrees  with  the  number 

Merodach  62       of  ycars  iH  the  received  text  of  Scripture  from  the 

SSS^SdSSSiii*;  K       fourteenth  of  Hezekiah  to  the  eleventh  of  Zede- 

Netrachadneaar  11.^       kiah  ;  and,  as  the  eleventh  of  Zedekiah  and  nine- 

127 

—       teenth    of  Nebuchadnezzar   did   synchronise,    this 
■eidah.. ?...»..  16       Mcrodach  is  made  the Merodach-Baladin  of  Scrip- 

Mnnntmcin 65 

^^on 2  ture,  who  was  reigning  in  the  fourteenth  of  He- 

jShSSSi' .'**'.*'.*/.  11  ^'  zekiah.     But  this  is  not  all,  for  the  amount  of 

zSSdjS *.*.'.*. '.'.»!!  11  ^"  years   in    the   successors   of  Nebuchadnezzar  the 

126  6-  Second  critically  accords  with  the  seventy  years' 

Remainder  of  Ne-  dcsolatioHs,   terminating    with   the   overthrow  of 

bachadnezzar  U.  26 
E?il-Merodach  ....  30  BclshaZZar. 

BM-Aaaar 3 

"^nffflar^^"^  *.'.*.*   6  After  this  examination,  I  cannot  agree  with  the 

^  Layman  in  thinking  this  document  is  "  preserved 
"~  to  us  in  the  most  unsuspicious  manner."  There  is 
so  much  evidence  of  system  and  design,  that  I  cannot 
view  it  in  the  light  of  historical  evidence.  Rabbi  Azarias 
seems  only  to  have  known  a  Latin  version  of  it,  which  is, 
I  suppose,  what  we  have  in  the  "Fragmenta;"  but  that 
brings  us  to  Annius ;  nevertheless,  I  think  their  source  is 
more  ancient  than  the  Monk  of  Viterbo ;  and  they  may 
be  ancient  Jewish  attempts  at  shewing  the  correctness  of 
Scriptural  chronology ;  and  I  find  that  David  Ganz  him- 
self mentions  the  reigns  of  Ragasar  and  Bassardoc  after 
Evil-Merodach,  which  he  says  (page  172)  some  chrono- 
logists  give ;  and  we  must  presume  that  he  refers  to 
Jewish  authorities;  but  I  know  of  none  but  this  frag- 
ment. We  may,  then,  use  these  two  fragments  as  shew- 
ing the  opinions  of  those  days,  and,  rejecting  the  detail, 
we  may  get  some  broad  important  truths  not  affected  by 
the  systematising  spirit. 

Longimanus  is  called  Darius  rather  than  Artaxerxes. 
This  opinion  is  at  least  as  old  as  the  Septuagint,  which 
calls  Darius  the  Mede,  Artaxerxes;   and  it  agrees  with 
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Philo  saying  it  was  the  opinion  of  the  seventy  seniors. 
Syncellus  and  Cedrenus  also  say  that  Darius  the  Mede 
was  called  Artaxerxes.  Strabo  also,  lib.  xv.,  calls  Longi- 
manus,  Darius,  or  perhaps  I  should  say  he  calls  Darius, 
Longimanus,  for,  in  saying  that  Darius  Longimanus  set- 
tled the  tribute,  I  should  suppose  he  alludes  to  Darius 
Hystaspes. 

These  documents  attribute  to  Longimanus  what  is  in 
history  commonly  attributed  to  Xerxes — the  contest  with 
his  brother  for  the  kingdom.  It  would  appear  also  from 
this  document  that  Ahasuerus  was  Nebuchadnezzar.  Syn- 
cellus tells  us  that  Xerxes  was  Nebuchadnezzar;  they 
were,  I  suppose,  contemporaries. 

We  see  why  the  thirty-six  years  are  given  partly  to 
Darius  and  partly  to  Cyrus.  The  overthrow  of  Belshazzar 
is  made  to  terminate  the  seventy  years'  desolations,  Da- 
rius the  Mede  being  confounded  with  Darius  son  of 
Ahasuerus ;  but,  as  the  captivity  was  terminated  by  the 
decree  of  Coresch,  it  was  necessary  in  some  manner  to 
conglomerate  the  reign  of  Darius  with  that  of  Coresch ; 
and  this  error  has  more  or  less  affected  most  of  the  inter- 
pretations of  the  termination  of  the  seventy  years,  even 
till  the  present  day. 

Some  other  opinions  seem  to  be  of  more  importance  ; 
and  first,  that  Darius  was  the  son  of  Hystaspes,  which  he 
is  expressly  styled ;  and  the  names  which  subsequently 
occur  agree  with  the  admitted  lists  of  Persian  monarchs  : 
moreover,  the  number  of  years  to  the  end  of  the  monarchy 
is  nearly  the  same  as  the  received  chronology  gives  from 
Darius  Hystaspes  to  the  end  of  the  monarchy. 

Again,  the  history  of  Judith,  and  I  think  I  may  say  of 
Esther  also,  occurred  before  the  building  of  the  temple, 
which  was  in  the  reign  of  the  second  Darius.  Joiakim 
wrote  the  book  of  Esther ;  but  it  does  not  say  expressly 
under  which  reign  it  was  enacted ;  but,  as  Joiakim  died 
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in  the  twelfth  of  Artazerzes,  and  events  after  the  twelfth 
of  Ahasuerus  are  mentioned  in  the  book  of  Esther, 
Ahasuerus  must  have  been  before  Artaxerzes. 

According  to  this  document,  Joshua  went  up  to  Aha- 
suerus, in  order  to  defeat  the  machinations  of  the  Jews* 
enemies,  the  very  year  that  the  plot  of  Haman  was  to 
have  exploded;  and  the  imprisonment  of  Jeconiah  in  the 
thirty-first  year  of  his  captivity  was  about  the  time  that 
Uolophernes  was  slain. 

Cyrus  was  not  only  contemporary  with,  but  lived  some 
time  after  Darius  Hystaspes ;  but  I  think  there  is  some  mis- 
take in  supposing  tliat  the  Captivity  terminated  in  his  reign. 

I  will  add  one  or  two  other  Jewish  authorities  to  shew 
that  there  is  no  great  uniformity,  and,  therefore,  no  little 
uncertainty. 


OaisirrAL  Cbbonicls. 


Nebnchadnczzar 19+26  =  45 

Evil-Merodach 23 

Beltazzar 20 

Darius,  son  of  Ahasuerus 1 

Cyrus 3 

Cambyses,  or  Nebuchadneziar  II.    5 

Darius 30 

Sa-Mardius  (Mage) 1 

Assucrus  (Esther) 20 

Artazerxes,  son  of  Esther 40 


It  gives  70  yean  from 
the  19th  of  Nebu- 
chadnezzar I.  to  the 
first  of  Cyrus. 

The  Mage  is  after,  in- 
stead of  before,  Da- 
rius. 


Shobt  Hnmsw  CMBomcaLs. 


Nebachodnosor  till  the  85th  of  1  ^  <i 
Jeooniah's  captivity t  ••  "•'*" 

Evil-Merodaoh » 

Belahazzar* I 

Darius  the  Mede. 

Cyrus. 

Ahasuerus  (Esther). 

70th  of  Desolations  and  18th  of  the  Medea 

Ezra  went  to  Jerusalem. 

Haggai,  Zechariah,  and  Mai^^^M^  died  fiM 
of  Medes  and  Persians. 


*  Overthrown  52d  of  Desolation  and  70th  of  the  Babylonian  kingdom. 


The  short  Hebrew  chronicle  gives  two  periods  of  se- 
venty years;  one  of  the  Babylonian  kingdom,  the  other 
of  the  desolations  of  Jerusalem :  in  that  I  doubt  not  it  is 
correct;  but  whether  the  overthrow  of  Belshazzar  marked 
the  close  of  the  one  or  the  seventh  of  Ahasuerus,  the 
termination  of  the  other  is  to  me  very  doubtful. 

The  author  of  the  Chronicon  Mundi  Magus,  who,  ac- 
cording to  the  judgment  of  J.  Meyer,  is  Abarbanel,  counts 
in  one  place  the  seventy  years  from  the  fourth  of  Je- 
hoiakim  until  the  first  of  Darius  the  Mede,  that  is  the 
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Alexandrian  Chboniclb. 


Nebuchadnezzar 23 

Evil-Merodach 7 

Baltazar 4 

Darius  the  M ede 3 

Darius,  son  of  Ahasiferus 13 

Cyrus 30 

Cambyses,  or  Nebuchadnezzar  U.    8 

M erdius  Patzates Tn 

Darius  Hystaspes 36 


seventy  years  of  the  Chaldaean  kingdom ;  in  another 
place,  from  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem,  in  the  nine- 
teenth of  Nebuchadnezzar,  until  the  second  year  of  Darius 
Hystaspes,  that  is  the  seventy  years*  desolations.  I  schroer. 
should  have  liked  Darius  Nothus  better ;  but  both  these 
Hebrew  chronicles  make  the  important  distinction  be- 
tween the  seventy  years  of  the  Chaldaean  kingdom  and 
the  seventy  years  of  Jerusalem's  desolation. 

The  Alexandrian  Chronicle  limits  the 
time  of  Nebuchadnezzar's  madness  to 
seven  months,  because  I  suppose  it  was 
difficult  to  find  seven  years  vacant.  This 
chronicle  makes  the  vision  of  Daniel 
(ch.  viii.)  to  have  been  in  the  reign  of 
Darius  the  Mede.  It  will  be  observed 
that  the  Chronicle  distinguishes  between  Darius  the  Mede 
and  Darius  son  of  Ahasuerus. 

There  are  two  periods  of  seventy  years ;  one  from  the 
first  of  Nebuchadnezzar  to  the  first  of  Cyrus,  the  other, 
the  desolation,  from  the  nineteenth  of  Nebuchadnezzar  to 
the  twentieth  of  Cyrus ;  that  is,  understanding  Nebu- 
chadnezzar to  have  reigned  twenty-three  years  after  the 
destruction  of  Jerusalem. 

We  must  understand,  according  to  Ju- 
lius Pollux,  that  Nebuchadnezzar  reigned 
twenty-five  years  after  the  desolation  of 
Jerusalem.    This  gives  seventy  years  from 
the  commencement  of  the  captivity,  in 
the  eighth  of  Nebuchadnezzar  to  the  first 
of  Cyrus,  when,  according  to  this  author,  it  terminated ; 
but  the  temple  was  hindered  for  forty-six  years,  until  the 
second  of  Darius :  it  was  completed  in  the  sixth  of  his 
reign,  for  he  says  Darius  reigned  six  years  before  and 
thirty  years   after  the  completion  of  the  temple.     The 
dream  of  Nebuchadnezzar  was  in  his  second  year ;   the 


Julius  Pollux. 


Nebuchadnezzar 25 

Merodach 12 

Baltazar  (brother) 4 

Darius,  or  Astyages 17 

Cyrus 31 

Cambyses,  or  Nebuchadnezzar  II.    8 

Sperdius  (Mage) T" 

Darius 36 
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golden  image  was  erected  in  his  eighteenth.  This  agrees 
with  the  Scptuagint  and  Theodotian.  He  was  mad  in  his 
nineteenth,  for  seven  times,  that  is  either  years^  or  periods 
of  tlirec  months.  He  reigned  seven  more  years  after, 
Canibyses  is  Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second,  and  the  history 
of  Judith  was  in  his  reign. 

Eusebius  tells  us  that  there  were  two  periods  of  se- 
venty years ;  one  of  the  servitude  of  the  Jews,  until  the 
taking  of  Babylon  by  Cyrus  ;  the  other  period  of  seventy 
he  terminates  the  second  of  Darius  Hystaspes.  He  makes 
the  servitude  to  reckon  from  the  prophecy  of  Jeremiah, 
40  years  before  the  desolation.  Cyrus,  therefore,  com- 
mences the  thirtieth  year  of  the  desolation.  The  numbers 
are  as  follows  : — 

1412  from  Abraham.     Third  of  Jehoiakim  ;  Nebuchadnezzar 

took  Jerusalem. 
1425  Temple  destroyed. 
1443  Nebuchadnezzar  died,  having  reigned  twenty  years  after 

the  destruction  of  the  temple. 
1456  Cyrus  (this  allows  twelve  years  to  Evil-Merodach,  Bel- 

shazzar,  and  Darius)  ;  Cyrus  reigned  thirty  years. 
1486  Cambyses  or  Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second  reigned  eight 

years. 
Magi  seven  months. 
1495  Darius. 


jrncellu8. 


Syncellus  tells  us  that  Darius  the  Mede  was  also 
called  Astyages,  Assuerus,  Nabennidus,  Artaxerxes,  and 
Darius  Assuerus.  Esther  was  in  his  reign.  He  Fuled 
thirty-eight  years;  which  time,  according  to  some,  is 
divided  into  twenty-one  over  the  Medes  alone,  and  se- 
venteen universal  monarchy.  According  to  others,  he 
reigned  over  the  Medes  alone  twenty-seven  years,  and 
eleven  years  universal  sway.  Cyrus  was  called  Artax- 
erxes by  the  Persians.  In  his  reign  the  Samaritans 
wrote  against  the  Jews.     The  Artaxerxes,  in  whose  reign 


THE  TIMES  OF  THE  CAPTIVITY.  246 

Ezra  went  to  Jerusalem,  was  another  king  of  that  name, 
i.e.  Longimanus.  Xerxes  is  Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second. 
The  dream  of  Nebuchadnezzar  [i.e.  the  first]  was  in  his 
twentieth  year :  the  fiery  furnace  in  his  thirty-sixth. 
The  seventy  years  reckon  apparently  from  the  third  of 
Jehoiakim  to  the  first  of  Cyrus,  or  from  the  destruction  of 
the  temple  to  the  twentieth  of  Cyrus. 

Cedrenus  seems  even  more  confused  than  Syncellus.  cedreniu. 
Darius  the  Mede  is  Artaxerxes,  Astyages,  and  Nabo- 
giadus.  Esther  was  in  his  reign.  Cyrus  is  also  called 
Artaxerxes  and  Arthasasthas.  Darius  is  also  called  Cam- 
byses,  and  Cambyses  is  also  designated  Artaxerxes. 
Holophernes  was  during  his  reign. 

This  confusion  of  names  has  arisen  from  attempts  to  confusion  of 

'  names  accounted 

reconcile  system  with  testimony ;  and  I  think  to  the  one  ^o"^- 
mistake  of  identifying  Coresch  with  the  Cyrus  of  the 
Greeks,  most  of  the  confusion  may  be  traced.  We  can 
make  four  different  lists  out  of  these  names,  each  agreeing 
with  the  regular  succession  of  kings  only  at  difierent  parts 
of  the  Canon : — 

Astyages.  Nabennidus.       Assuerus.  Darius. 

Cyrus.  Cyrus.  Artaxerxes.       Arthasasthas. 

Cambyses.         Cambyses.  Darius.  Artaxerxes. 

In  the  first  list,  the  second  name  being  that  of  Cyrus, 
his  predecessor,  in  accordance  with  Herodotus,  is  Asty- 
ages, and  his  successor,  Cambyses ;  Darius  the  Mede  of 
Scripture,  therefore,  becomes  Astyages.  But,  according 
to  others,  when  Cyrus  took  Babylon,  Nabonidus  was 
deposed  ;  Darius  the  Mede  therefore  is  Nabonidus.  Ac- 
cordingly,  the   second  list  has  him  so.     But  Joseph  us  Jos.  Ant.  ub.x. 

ch»  6* 

says  that,  Xerxes  being  dead,  his  throne  was  transferred 
to  his  son  Cyrus,  called  Artaxerxes,  by  the  Greeks.  Co- 
resch being  identified  with  Artaxerxes,  accounts  for  his 
predecessor  being  styled  Assuerus  or  Xerxes,  and  his 
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Chaptse  XI. 


Cary  of  ancient 
time,  p.  201. 


succeesor  becomes  Darius  the  Second,  according  to  the 
third  list. 

In  the  last  list  the  middle  name  is  Arthasasthas  \  this 
is  either  intended  iov  Artachsastha  (i.e.  Artaxerxes),  or 
possibly  it  expresses  the  title  Tirshatha,  which  our  yersion 
renders  "  governor ; "  but  which  Dr.  Gary  says  expresses 
as  much  as  the  great  governor.  It  is  preserved  by  St. 
Jerome  Athersatha^  the  very  title  given  by  Cedrenus,  but 
which  he  perhaps  supposed  to  be  a  proper  name.  This 
would  confirm  the  testimony  of  the  Persians  that  Coresch 
was  appointed  governor  by  Behman. 

Such  disagreement  indicates  considerable  uncertainty; 
and  I  think  we  must  admit  that  the  different  statements 
are,  in  consequence,  of  different  theories,  rather  than 
simply  from  contradictory  evidence.  It  is  curious  to 
observe  how  the  views  vary  with  regard  to  the  position  of 
the  reign  of  Cyrus.  The  first  document  I  quoted,  if  it  be 
really  what  it  professes  to  be,  is  the  oldest.  This  refers  the 
building  of  the  temple  to  Darius  Longimanus,  that  is  Artax- 
erxes  the  First,  which,  of  course,  brings  Cyrus  very  high  in 
the  captivity.  Subsequently  the  desolations  are  supposed 
to  terminate  with  Darius  Hystaspes ;  this  still  supposes 
Cyrus  to  have  commenced  to  reign  forty  years  before  the 
termination  of  the  desolation.  And  lastly,  the  captivity  is 
terminated  in  the  commencement  of  the  reign  of  Cyrus. 

I  must  add  one  more  example.  The  numbers  appear 
so  different  from  the  general  run,  that  I  suppose  it  must 
come  from  some  independent  source :  it  is  given  by 
Scaliger :  — 


Nebuchadnezzar  ]  9  after  the  destruction  of  the  temple. 

Belthazar 9|  months. 

Darius 9  years. 

Cyrus 30 

Cambyses 8 

Darius 33  who  threw  Daniel  into  the  lions'  den. 
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Xerxes 11 

Artaxerxes  ....  [33]  Nehemiah  and  Esther  in  his  reign. 

Xerxes 5  months. 

Ogdianus 7  months. 

Darius 19  years. 

Artaxerxes  ....  42 

This  document  makes  the  Darius  of  Dan.  vi.  to  be 
the  son  of  Hystaspes;  Belshazzar  is  given  only  nine 
months  and  a  half.  One  would  suppose  he  was  Labo- 
soarehod.  What,  then,  are  we  to  understand  by  the  third 
of  Belshazzar,  Dan.  viii.  1  ?  Are  we  to  follow  the  Alex- 
andrian Chronicle  ?    • 


CHAPTER  XII. 


CONJECTURAL  HISTORY. 


CHAPmxii.         I^  one  great  cause  of  error  has  been  wrong  identifi- 


Same  individual    cations,  a  corrcct  discovery  of  the  same  individaal  under 

sometimes  mider  '  "^ 

different  names,  different  uames  will  be,  in  the  reconstruction  of  history, 
an  advance  towards  truth.  I  have  already  pointed  out 
some  identifications,  in  order  to  shew  the  relation  which 
different  histories  have  to  each  other ;  I  purpose  now  to 
pursue  the  inquiry,  using  it  as  one  means  of  discovery, 
and,  therefore,  class  it  under  the  head  of  Conjectural 
History. 

NEBUCHADNEZZAR  IDENTIFIED  WITH  KAI  KA'oOS. 

My  first  attempt  shall  be  to  shew  that  the  Nebuchad- 
nezzar of  Scripture  is  the  same  individual  who  is  cele- 
brated as  the  Kai  Ka*oos  of  Persian  history;    in  doing 
ouseiey, Oriental  which  I  shall  borrow  an  idea  from  Sir  Wm.  Ouseley's 

Col.  vol.  ii.  p.  375.  ,  '' 

Kai  Ka'oos  same  Oriental  Collectious  relative  to  Kai  Ka'oos.     He  had,  ac- 

as  Nebuchad-  ' 

nezwir.  cordinff  to  Merkhond,  generosity,  but  alloyed  by  g:reat 

Merkhond,  p.  220.  .     °  ^     , .  .   .  . 

capriciousness  of  disposition.  Ferdousi  says  that  he 
looked  upon  himself  as  superior  to  every  being  upon  the 
face  of  the  earth,  and  astonished  all  people  by  his  ex- 
travagance and  pride.  He  was  called  Nimrod,  which 
has  occasioned  some  to  confound  him  with  the  ancient 
founder  of  the  Assyrian  monarchy.  The  author  of 
Mefatih  Al6loum,  however,  gives  a  Persian  etymology 
to  Nimrod  (i.e.  Nemourd^  or  immortal),  an  etymology 
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adopted  by  Merkhond  also,  who  adds,  "  It  has  been  said  gerbeiot, 

*  •'  '  '  Merkhond,  p.  243. 

that  he  was  not  Nimrod,  but  that,  like  him,  he  attempted 

to  ascend  into  the  heavens."     He  built  two  observatories,  MokamnudSaduk. 

one  at  Babylon,   one  where  Bagdad  was  subsequently 

built;  and,  "according  to  one  tradition,  he  erected  the 

Tower  of  Babel  for  the  purpose  of  investigating  the  state 

of  the  heavens."     The  fable  of  his  attempting  to  soar  TabkatNaaseH. 

into  the  heavens  probably  arose  from  the  pride  of  his 

character,  together  with  his  desire  to  study  astronomy. 

A  demon  is  represented  as  tempting  him  in  the  following 

language : — 

"  That  remains  for  thee  to  know  Atkinson's 

Ferdousi. 

Things  above  as  thmgs  below, 

How  the  planets  roll ; 
How  the  sun  his  light  displays ; 
How  the  moon  darts  forth  her  rays ; 
What  the  secret  cause  betrays, 

And  who  directs  the  whole  I " 

He  attempted  to  mount  into  the  clouds  by  means  of 
wings,  but,  "  entirely  destitute  of  reason  and  under- 
standing," he  was  "  punished  for  attempting  to  discover 
the  secrets  of  the  heavens."  Nevertheless,  he  was  sought 
and  discovered  by  his  lords  and  captains,  when  Gudarz 
said,  "The  thorny  forest  was  a  fitter  habitation  for  him 
than  a  city  the  abode  of  men."  Upon  this  he  acknow- 
ledges his  folly.  He  is  then  restored  to  his  kingdom, 
and  prostrates  himself  in  shame  and  repentance. 

From  this  history  Sir  Wm.  Ouseley  identifies  him  with 
Nebuchadnezzar,  who,  because  of  his  pride,  which  he  dis- 
played specially  in  building  the  house  of  the  kingdom, 
was  deprived  of  reason,  driven  from  the  abode  of  men, 
and  dwelt  with  the  beasts  of  the  field,  until  his  hair  grew 
like  eagle's  feathers,  and  who,  after  seven  times,  was 
restored  to  the  exercise  of  reason,  became  truly  penitent, 
was  sought  out  by  his  lords  and  counsellors,  and  rein- 
stated upon  his  throne.     It  is  also  said  that  Ka'oos  was  a 
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chafto  XII.  Mage,  a  Sabian,  and  the  first  person  who  established  fire- 
worship.  This  corresponds  with  what  we  have  already 
established  regarding  Nebuchadnezzar  and  Zoroaster.''^ 

CAMBY8E3  AND  KA'oOS,  CTRUS  AND  KHOSROU,  COMPARED. 

:a*ooii  the  Mine  I  have  now  identified  Ka*oos  with  Nebuchadnezzar  the 

jiosroatiie same  Second,  and  him  a^ain  with  Cambyses,  while,  on  the 
other  hand,  Khosrou,  the  successor  of  Kaoos,  has  been 
identified  with  the  Cyrus  of  Herodotus.  Here,  then, 
there  is  a  direct  transposition,  and  either  one  of  the 
histories  is  wrong  or  one  of  the  identifications  is  unsound* 
The  error  I  shall  endeavour  to  shew  is  that  of  the  Greek 
historians. 

In  any  comparison  between  the  Persian  writers  and 
Herodotus,  few  will  give  a  preference  to  the  former,  and 
yet  the  popular  opinion  in  favour  of  the  Greeks  will 
scarcely  bear  a  scrutiny. 

la'oos,  Jemstaeed,       ♦  It  will  be  recollected  that  the  acts  of  Nebuchadnezzar  are  attri- 
ezzar.  buted  to  Jemsheed.    If,  then,  Jemsheed  was  Nebuchadnezzar,  and 

Ka*oos  was  Nehuchadnezzar,  then  the  histories  of  Jemsheed  and 
Ka'oos  are  different  traditions  respecting  the  same  individual;  and 
astronomy,  commencing  with  Thales  and  Pythagoras,  in  the  reign  of 
[erbeiot,  vol.  iii.  Jemsheed,  corresponds  with  the  desire  of  Ea'oos  to  investigate  the 
heavens. 

It  is  curious  to  trace  the  confusion  which  has  accumulated  around 
the  reign  of  Ka'oos.  First,  the  title  given  him  of  Nimourd,  or  im- 
mortal, caused  him  to  be  confounded  with  Nimrod,  to  whom,  in  con- 
sequence, the  act  of  Nebuchadnezzar  or  Ka*oos,  in  casting  of  the 
faithful  Jews  into  the  fire,  is  attributed;  then,  to  hide  this  ana- 
chronism, the  Hebrew  contemporary  with  Nimrod  is  represented  as 
having  suffered  at  his  hands.  Thus  the  coming  forth  of  Abraham, 
the  father  of  the  faithful,  from  Ur  of  the  Chaldees,  is  understood  of 
his  coming  out  of  the  fire,  to  which  Nimrod  committed  him ;  and  so, 
Abraham  being  connected  with  this  history,  is,  to  complete  all,  eon- 
founded  with  Zerdust,  for  "  Abraham,  they  say  [i,e,  in  the  books  of 
ancient  Persians],  is  called  Zerdust  or  Azerdust,  the  friend  of  fire, 
because,  being  thrown  into  a  fiery  furnace  by  order  of  Nimrod,  he 
sang  the  verses  of  the  Avesta  from  amidst  the  flames.**  (Richabdson, 
Persian  DicUonary  quoted  by  Pbigb,  Fsrsbpolis,  p.  23.) 
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The  father  of  history  himself  betrays  some  little  em- 
barrassment. He  speaks  inconsistently  of  Cambyses  the 
father  of  Cyrus,  making  him  of  no  account  whilst  re- 
lating the  effects  of  the  dream  of  Astyages,  and  at  other 
times  speaking  of  Cyrus,  son  of  Cambyses^  in  a  manner 
which  denotes  his  dignity  and  importance.  Again,  he 
states  that  there  were  two  persons  of  the  name  of  Cyrus, 
and  two,  or,  as  Larcher  and  Laurent  think,  three  of  the 
name  of  Cambyses.  Now,  though  this  alternation  of 
name  might  have  appeared  probable  to  Herodotus,  from 
Its  not  unfrequent  occurrence  among  the  Greeks,  it  is 
not  likely  that  there  was  any  such  alternation  of  titles^ 
and  it  is,  I  am  persuaded,  under  this  description  the 
terms  Cyrus  and  Cambyses  should  be  classified.  Ac- 
cording to  this  historian,  only  one  Cyrus  and  one  Cam- 
byses were  royal ;  their  predecessors  bearing  these  titles 
were  not  so.  Now  the  designation  Cambyses,  we  have 
already  seen  from  Sir  Wm.  Jones,  was  more  probably  a 
title  than  a  proper  name ;  and  I  should  think  Herodotus 
took  it  from  Nawser,  whose  reign  I  conceive  occurred 
about  this  period,  and  for  a  duration  of  seven  years.  He 
was  designated  Kumbakht,  or  the  unfortunate  —  a  title  cambyses,  a  cor- 
not  very  unlike  what  Rosellini  deciphers  on  a  cartouche  bakht. 
at  Cairo,  Kambothth.*  But  if  it  was  a  title,  it  is  more 
probable  that  it  was  only  borne  by  the  king,  and  not  first 
by  a  private  individual,  and  subsequently  by  the  king : 
in  this  respect,  therefore,  the  account  of  Xenophon  is 
more  probable  than  that  of  Herodotus. 


*  Nawser,  with  the  name  of  the  Chaldsean  idol  prefixed,  may  be 
the  composition  of  the  title  of  the  Chaldsean  hero,  Nebo-chod-Nawser. 
It  is  curious  that  the  one  Persian  title,  Kumbukht,  should  so  nearly 
approach  the  name  discovered  upon  the  hieroglyphic  representations, 
and  that  the  other  Persian  title  should  be  a  component  part  of  the 
title  of  the  Chaldsean  hero,  with  whom  I  have  identified  him. 
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CHAMra  XII.  The  same  argument  may  be  used  with  regard  to  the 

8£i5S).xv.  title  of  Cyrus  the  Great;  his  name  was  originally  Agra- 
dady  which  Rosenmiiller  supposes  to  be  an  abbreviation 
of  Agar-dar-dad;  but  after  his  conquests  of  Media  he 
exchanged  his  original  designation  for  Korshid^  "  splen- 
dour of  the  sun,"  which,  says  Rosenmiiller,  "  the  He- 
brews abridged  to  Koresh^  the  Greeks  to  Kuros^  and  the 
Romans  to  Cyrus."  Gale,  in  his  Court  of  the  Gentiles, 
says,  **  Coresch  was  amongst  the  Persians  one  of  the 
greatest  titles  of  honour,  signifying  Lord,  whereby  they 
called  the  sun  their  supreme  lord ;  and  so  it  agrees  with 
the  Hebrew  Cheres^  which  signifies  the  sun :  so  Cyrus, 
their  great  emperor,  was  dignified  with  the  same  title  of 
honour  as  supreme  lord  on  earth,  and,  after  his  death, 
Gale, Part iii. 62.  worshippcd  as  a  dcmon."  Others  say  he  received  the 
title  from  the  river,  near  which  he  obtained  his  decisive 
victory  over  the  Medes.  It  matters  not  which  sup- 
position we  adopt,  each  shews  that  Cyrus  the  Great  was 
the  first  who  assumed  the  title ;  and,  if  this  be  correct, 
Herodotus  must  have  been  in  error,  for,  according  to  him, 
the  first  of  the  name  was  not  Cyrus  the  Great. 
Herod,  i.  95.  But  the  historian  of  Halicarnassus  tells  us  that  there 

cyrufl.  were  three  accounts  of  Cyrus  besides  the  one  which  he 

preferred  as  most  free  from  exaggeration  :  we  may  con- 
cede that  he  chose  the  most  romantic,  if  not  the  most 
authentic.  But  is  it  not  more  probable  that  these  four 
different  accounts  were  of  different  heroes  than  that  they 
should  all  relate  to  the  same  individual  ?  Of  this  I  think 
we  have  evidence.  Photius,  in  his  meagre  abridgement 
of  Ctesias,  says  that  his  narrative  is  quite  different  from 
that  of  Herodotus ;  here,  then,  is  one  account,  which  was 
current  in  the  time  of  Ctesias,  respecting  an  individual 
who  he  supposes  was  Cyrus,  and  different  from  the  his- 
tory adopted  by  Herodotus.     I  think  it  will  be  seen  that 
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Ctesias  and  Herodotus  diflfer  one  generation,  and,  there- 
fore, do  not  refer  to  the  same  individual:  e.g» 


Herodotus, 
The  father  of  Cyrus  married  the 

daughter  of  Astyages. 
Cyrus. 
Cambyses. 

Darius;  Hystaspes  his  son;  Re- 
volt of  Babylon. 
Zopyrus  takes  Babylon. 

Xerxes ;  Archaemenes  his  brother ; 

Egypt  subdued. 
(Artaxerxes.)* 


(ctesias,  Herodotus  and 

Cyrus  married  Amytis,  daughter  Ctesias  compared, 
of  Astyages. 

Cambyses. 

Darius. 

Xerxes;  Hystaspes  his  son;  Re- 
volt of  Babylon. 
Megabyzus  his  son-in- 
law  takes  Babylon. 

Artaxerxes ;  Archaemenes  his  bro- 
ther; Egypt  subdued. 

Darius  reigned  35  years. 


This  difference  of  one  generation  is  preserved  evidently 
in  the  reign  of  Darius  of  Herodotus  compared  with  Xerxes 
of  Ctesias,  and  again  in  the  Xerxes  of  Herodotus  with  the 
Artaxerxes  of  Ctesias.  Nor  is  it  wonderful  that  Ctesias 
should  suppose  Herodotus  might  by  Kuros  have  intended 
to  express  Ka'oos,  for  it  is  as  like  that  name  as  any  other. 

It  appears  probable,  that  the  Cyrus  of  Ctesias  is  the  see  page  ho. 

Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second  of  Polyhistor,  who  married  cory,  p.  w. 

Amuites  daughter  of  Astyages. 

There  are  traces  of  doubt  as  to  Cyrus  and  Cambyses  Gyrus  and  cam- 
byses sometimes 

in  other  historians.  Xenophon  says,  that  according  to  confounded, 
some  authorities,  Cyrus  married  the  sister  of  Cyaxares, 
that  is,  the  daughter  of  Astyages.  And  Diodorus  Siculus 
attributes  the  hanging  gardens  of  Babylon  to  Cyrus 
rather  than  to  Cambyses ;  but  we  know  that  it  was  Nebu- 
chadnezzar the  Second  or  Cambyses  who  constructed 
these  gardens  for  his  Median  wife. 

*  The  Darius  of  Ctesias,  who  reigned  thirty-five  years,  must  be 
Artaxerxes  Longimanus.  I  suspect  the  Artaxerxes  Oartes  or  Oarses 
of  Dinon  (Plutarch,  Artaxerxes)  is  the  Arses  of  the  common  view. 
Perhaps  the  difference  of  one  generation  may  account  for  some  con- 
fusion which  appears  between  Xerxes  and  Artaxerxes.  The  Jews 
very  generally  suppose  the  second  Darius  to  have  been  Artaxerxes. 
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chapto  XII.  But  the  fact  is,  Ctesias,  in  correcting  Herodotus,  has 

cyrufltiie  Great,  not  been  quite  successful — the  error,  instead  of  being  only 
of  one  generation,  is  of  two;  the  early  history  of  Khosrou, 
who  was  third  in  succession,  has  been  attributed  to  Cyrus. 
But  Kobad,  the  first  king  of  the  Kai&nian  dynasty,  and 
predecessor  of  Ka'oos  or  Cambyses,  is  the  true  Cyrus  the 
Great,  or  Nebuchadnezzar  the  First.  This  accounts  for 
a  third  history  of  Cyrus. 

"  Kai  Kobad  was  the  first  monarch  of  the  Kai^nian 
dynasty  who  obtained  uncontrolled  power  over  the  world 
and  its  inhabitants :  his  name,  in  Pehlevi,  signifies 
*  mighty.'  He  was,  upon  the  whole,  a  prince  celebrated 
for  power  and  majesty,  renowned  for  perfect  justice  and 
liberality,  famed  for  the  multitude  of  his  troops  and  the 
riches  of  his  treasury,  and  celebrated  for  the  extent  of  his 
Merkhond,p.207.  understanding  and  sagacity."    Afrasiab  ceded  to  him  **  all 

the  country  from  the  banks  of  the  Jihun  to  the  extremity 

of  Room  and  the  remote  regions  of  Hindustan^"  though 

Kobad  admits  that  he  had  broken  the  covenant  which 

Merkhond,  p.  210.  subsisted  between  him  and  Afrasiab.     This  corresponds 

with   what    took    place    between   Cyrus    and  Astyages. 

And   the  Afrasiab  of  the  Persian  historians,  being  the 

maternal  grandfather  of  Khosrou,  corresponds  with  the 

Astyages    of    Herodotus,    maternal    grandfather   of  his 

Cyrus. 

Adiffopenceof  This  change  accounts  for  the  difierence  of  two  genera- 

heSJSmUe^-    tions  which  may  be   observed  between  Herodotus  and 

otus  and  Poly- 

wrtor.  Alexander  Polyhistor,  one  making  Cyrus  grandson,  the 

other  supposing  Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second  or  Cambyses 
See  page  140.       to  be  the  son-in-law,  of  Astyages. 
Grecian  and  But  a  morc  Striking  circumstauce  is,  that  this  one 

Asiatic  chrono-  ...  ^ii«  i*i  i  i_ 

logy  of  Herodotus  change  Will  rcmovB  the  discrepancy  which  we  nave  shewn 

reconciled. 

exists  between  the  Grecian  and  Asiatic  chronology  of 
Herodotus.  The  texture  of  the  Grecian  history  shewed 
that  Darius  and  Astyages  were  contemporary  (or  nearly 
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so),  whilst  the  Asiatic  history  of  the  same  author  makes 
three  generations  to  intervene  between  them.  Herodotus 
is,  doubtless,  more  likely  to  be  correct  in  his  Grecian  than 
in  his  Asiatic  chronology ;  so  by  making  the  third,  and 
not  the  first  of  the  Kaidnian  dynasty  to  be  Cyrus  the 
Great,  two  generations  are  as  good  as  foisted  in  between 
Astyages  and  Darius. 

AHASUERUS  IDENTIFIED  WITH  ZOHAK. 


same 


A   very   important  personage   in  Persian   history  is  ^"^SltowSl 
Zohak ;  and,  as  he  clearly  was  an  invader,  we  may  find 
him  in  the  history  of  some  other  country. 

Ferdousi  says,  that  Zohak  dreamed  he  was  attacked 
by  three  warriors,  and  calling  for  the  M6bids,  or  wise  men 
of  his  court,  they  interpreted  it  of  his  overthrow,  which 
subsequently  took  place  in  accordance  with  the  dream, 
and  the  women  of  Zohak  were  taken  by  Feridoon. 
Zohak*  is  styled  Azhdahak  by  Moses  of  Cherone  and 
Tabari. 

Now,  let  us  compare  this  with  the  history  of  Armenia,  Avdiiii,voi.i. 

p.  38. 

translated  by  Avdall  from  Chamich.  There  we  are  told 
that  Ahasuerus,  king  of  Media,  had  a  dream  full  of  por- 
tents, a  mountain  produced  three  warriors,  which  the  wise 
men  interpreted  of  an  alliance  between  Nebuchadnezzar, 
Cyrus,  and  Tygranes,  and  of  the  overthrow  of  Ahasuerus 
by  the  two  last,  which  happened  accordingly,  and  his 
women  were  taken  by  Tygranes  and  settled  on  the  banks 
of  the  river  Arax;  the  descendants  of  which  women  and 
the  King  of  Armenia  were  called  the  offspring  of  Ajdahak, 

*  The  father  of  Zohak  was  Murdds  (Merkhomd,  p.  123).  Is  the 
Merdius  of  the  Alexandrian  Chronicle,  or  Sa-Merdius  of  the  Oriental 
Chronicle,  the  Ci-Merdius  of  Cedrenus,  and  the  Smerdis  of  Herodotus, 
the  same  individual  ?  The  Persian  Kai  being  prefixed  would  account 
for  the  three  last  variations. 
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cnAPTEB  XII.  or  the  Dragon,*  in  allusion  to  the  name  of  Aha8uerus,t 
wliich,  in  the  Armenian  language,  signifies  a  dragon.j; 
At  this  period  Cyrus,  accompanied  by  Tygranes,  effected 
Avdaii,  p.  41.      the  conquest  of  Lydia,  &c. 

We  may,  with  great  probability,  conjecture  that  the 
fable  of  the  serpents  on  the  back  of  Zohak  originated  from 
his  name ;  for  that  he  is  the  Ahasuerus,  king  of  Media, 
in  the  Armenian  history  of  Chamich,  I  think  there  can  be 
little  doubt. 

It  may  be  supposed,  that  Nebuchadnezzar  and  Cyras 
being  mentioned  distinct  from  each  other  may  militate 
against  my  theory,  but  their  being  contemporary  is  more 
directly  against  the  received  history. 

BELSHAZZAR. 

Beubauar.  There  sccms  to  be  considerable  diflSculty  with  regard 

Cory,  pp.  41, 45    to  Bclshazzar.     No  king  in  Berossus,  Megasthenes,  or 

63. 

Alexander  Polyhistor,  corresponds  with  him.  The  Scrip- 
ture says  that  Nebuchadnezzar  was  his  father,  which  most 
people  say  means  grandfather ;  and  it  is  not  to  be  denied, 

*  -ffischylus,  speaking  of  Xerxes,  whom  I  identify  with  Ahasuerus, 
says,  "  Flashing  from  his  eyes  the  dark  glare  of  the  bloody  dragon." 

•f  According  to  the  Dabistan  (ch.  i.  sec.  i.  p.  20),  the  holy  temple  at 
Jerusalem  was  erected  by  Zohak,  but  Feridoon  kindled  in  it  the  holy 
fire ;  this  would  rather  lead  me  to  suppose  Ahasuerus  was  Artaxerxes, 
and  not  Xerxes. 

t  Moses  of  Cherone  relates  this  dream  of  Azhdahak.  The  Arme- 
nian editor  supposes  him  to  be  Astyages.  He  expresses  the  Armenian 
in  European  letters,  Agtahag^  saying  that  the  first  g  should  be  pro- 
nounced like  j  in  French.  Volney  (New  Researches^  vol.  i.  p.  274), 
dropping  the  termination,  renders  the  Greek  as  expressed  by 
Herodotus,  Astyag.    The  pronunciation  seems  identical. 

Rejecting  the  fables  of  the  Persians,  Moses  supposed  that  Zohak 
was  Pirithous  the  Centaur  I 

The  same  author  tells  us,  that  in  his  day  the  traditional  songs  in 
parts  of  Armenia  were  fondly  cherished,  and  in  them  was  related  in 
allegory  the  history  of  the  descendants  of  Azhdahak,  under  the  name 
of  the  descendants  of  the  Dragon,  Azhdahak,  in  their  language,  signi* 
fying  dragon. 
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that  by  son,  grandson  may  be  intended ;  but  in  this  case^ 
it  is  contrary  to  all  the  evidence  we  have  on  the  subject.  In 
Baruch  we  have,  **  Pray  for  the  life  of  Nabuchodonosor, 
king  of  Babylon,  and  for  the  life  of  Balthasar  his  son,'* Baruch, i.ii.n. 
which  implies,  that  he  was  not  only  son,  but  heir- 
apparent  to  the  throne.  The  author  of  the  Scholastical 
History  reports  that  Belshazzar  was  son  of  the  daughter 
of  Darius ;  Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second  did,  as  I  conceive, 
marry  the  daughter  of  Darius,  which  would  make  Bel- 
shazzar his  son.  But,  admitting  that  Belshazzar  was 
paternal  grandson  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  none  of  the  sue- Jer.  xxvu.  7. 
cessors  of  Nebuchadnezzar  could  have  been  in  that  relation 
to  him. 

Sir  John  Marsham  supposes  that  Evil-Merodach  was 
Belshazzar;  for,  of  those  mentioned,  he  alone  was  in  the 
relation  to  Nebuchadnezzar  which  the  Scripture  language 
requires. 

Evil-Merodach  succeeded  Nebuchadnezzar,  reigned 
two  years,  and  was  killed  by  his  brother-in-law  Neri- 
glissoorus,  who  reigned  four  years;  his  son  Laborosoarchod, 
though  but  a  child,  then  ascended  the  throne,  and  reigned 
nine  months;  he  was  slain,  and  a  man  of  Babylon,  who 
had  no  connexion  with  the  royal  family,  reigned  seventeen 
years.  Clearly,  then,  no  one  of  these  but  Evil-Merodach 
could  be  Belshazzar,  for  not  one  of  the  others  was  either 
son  or  son's  son  to  Nebuchadnezzar ;  but  it  is  very  im- 
probable that  the  same  prince  should  be  intended  by  the 
inspired  writers  when  using  these  diflferent  titles. 

If  I  have  been  correct  in  identifying  Ka'oos  with 
Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second,  and  Afrasiab  with  Astyages ; 
Siydwesh,  son  of  Ka'oos,  is  probably  Belshazzar,  son  of  siy^wedithe 

SftDlG  nil 

Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second.     His  residence,  which  was  Bekhauar. 
some  distance  from  that  of  Afrasiab,  had  been  enlarged 
by  him  into  a  great  city,  in  which  were  erected  "  many 
princely  mansions."    The  night  preceding  his  death  he  pp.  233, 334. 

s 
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cwArro  xfT.  gaw  a  vision,  which  he  interpreted  as  announcing  the 
approaching  termination  of  his  life.  He  was  slain  by 
orders  of  Afrasiab  during  his  father's  lifetime. 

This  is  in  agreement  with  the  statement  of  the  author 
of  the  Scholastical  History,  who  reports  that  Darius, 
Belshazzar's  grandfather  by  the  mother's  side,  seeing  that 
Belshazzar  had  no  children,  thought  by  cutting  off  Bel- 
shazzar  and  seizing  Babylon,  thus  to  possess  himself  of 
wu]«t  on  Duiieu  the  kingfdom. 

eh.  ri.  p.  176.  ° 

BeithMSM*  ^^ '  were  permitted  to  offer  a  conjecture,  it  would  be 

hi2l'SSh«?]%.  that  Belshazzar  never  did  reign  but  during  his  father's 
lifetime.  This  would  account  for  his  not  being  mentioned 
by  Berossus  or  others;  indeed,  the  only  intimation  of 
him,  which  I  know,  excepting  that  which  we  find  in 
Scripture,  is  in  a  manuscript  at  Oxford,  from  which  the 
learned  John  Gregory  composed  his  History  of  Assyria :  it 
runs  thus, — ''Wherefore  there  reigned  over  the  Assyrians 
Cronos,  and  Ninus,  and  Sardanapalus,  and  so  on,  until 
Evule-Marodach ;  then  Nebuchodonosor,  and  with  him 
Belshazzar,  and  Darion  and  his  son  Cyrus,  the  Persian, 
governed  the  Persians  thirty-two  years."*  It  would 
appear  from  this,  that  Nebuchadnezzar  and  Belshazzar 
were  reigning  at  Babylon  when  Darius  and  Coresch  were 
reigning  over  Persia. 
Dan.y.si.  In  Dan.  V.  21,  speaking  to  Belshazzar  of  his  fathers 

madness,  the  prophet  says,  ''  they  shall  cause  him  to  eat 
grass  like  oxen,  his  body  shall  be  made  wet  with  the  dew 
of  heaven  until  that  he  knew  that  the  most  high  God,^  &c. 
This  last  clause  thus  turning  the  two  former  clauses  into 
the  past  tense. 

♦  The  thirty-two  years  attributed  to  Darius  agrees  more  nesify 
with  the  thirty-one  years  of  Ctesias  than  the  thirty-six  of  Herodotus. 
Cyrus  the  Persian,  being  said  to  be  his  son,  accords  with  the  accounts 
of  the  Persian  historians,  who  say  Kuresh  was  son  of  Lohorasp,  who, 
it  will  be  remembered,  I  have  identified  with  Darius. — See  pages 
157,  158. 
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We  know  that,  as  far  back  as  the  days  of  the  transla- 
tion of  the  Septuagint  version,  the  Jews  supposed  that 
Darius  the  Mede  was  Artaxerxes,  as  we  learn  by  the 
change  of  name  in  that  version.  They  having  also  con- 
jectured that  the  deposition  of  Belshazzar  by  him  termin- 
ated the  seventy  years  of  the  Babylonian  monarchy,  the 
present  reading  and  pointing  may  have  originated  in  the 
desire  of  some  one  to  avoid  what  he  supposed  a  difEculty.''^ 

This  is,  of  course,  pure  conjecture,  and  I  offer  it  as 
nothing  more;  but  had  Belshazzar  reigned  only  during  his 
father's  madness  it  would  account  satisfactorily  for  his  not 
being  mentioned  by  the  historians.  Possibly  Belshazzar 
was  reigning  as  his  father's  viceroy  when  Nebuchadnezzar 
was  engaged  in  war.  I  conjecture  that  Nebuchadnezzar 
(in  Judith)  warred  against  Arfaxad  because  of  his  treachery 
against  Belshazzar. 

THE  DATES  OF  EVENTS    DURING  THE  CAPTIVITY  WITH 
REGARD  TO  THE  VULGAR  ERA. 

I  shall   now  attempt  something  more  definite  with  Darius  Nothns, 

B  o  424> 

regard  to  the  times  of  the  captivity.  Volney  says,  ''  the 
plainest  common  sense  prescribes,  setting  out  from  known 
and  ascertained  times,  to  ascend  step  by  step  to  those  that 
are  less  so."  The  point  of  contact  between  sacred  and 
{H*ofane  history  best  established,  according  to  my  theory, 
is  the  first  year  of  Darius  Nothus,  with  which  the  seventy 
years'  desolations  of  Jerusalem  terminated. 

The  actual  commencement  of  the  reign  of  Darius 
Nothus  was  as  early  as  the  middle  of  b.c.  424.  Thucy- 
dides  (iv.  50)  records  that  the  death  of  Artaxerxes  was 
known  at  Ephesus  in  the  winter  of  B.C.  425-424.      If  stratodes 

,  ,  ,  .     Arcbon.  CUnUm, 

known  at  Ephesus  in  winter,  it  must  have  taken  place  in 
the  autumn  of  b.c.  425.    After  this  Xerxes  and  Sogdianus 

*  Instead  of  S^l**  Kennicott  notices  one  manuscript  which  reads 
^T^n,  which,  though  not  exactly  vdiat  I  require,  seems  an  attempt 
to  correct  what  was  supposed  the  difficulty 
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chaptto  xn.  reigned  nine  months,  which  would  bring  the  commence- 
ment of  the  reign  of  Darius  to  about  the  middle  of 
B.C.  424,  This  agrees  with  the  statement  of  Thucydides 
(viii.  58),  that  the  treaty  between  Tissaphernes  and  the 
Peloponnesians  was  in  the  thirteenth  of  Darius,  in  the 

Diodorufland      wintcr  B.C.  412-411,  whcn  Callias  was  archon. 

The  seventy  years'  desolations  terminated  with  the  first 
of  Darius.  In  the  sixth  month  of  the  Jewish  year,  in  the 
second  year  of  Darius,  the  period  of  the  desolations  had 

Hag.  i.  1-8.  ended.  The  desolations  commenced  in  the  fifth  month 
and  tenth  day,  so  the  seventy  years  had  finished  about 
twenty  days  when  Haggai  prophesied. 

The  desolations  commenced  in  the  eleventh  of  Zede- 
kiah  and  nineteenth  of  Nebuchadnezzar  the  First ;  their 
termination  about  midsummer,  b.c.  423  +  69  +  19,  makes 

NebuchadnezMr  the   first   of  Ncbuchadnezzar  the  First  b.c.  511.     This 

the  First  B.C.  511. 

Pauius  orosius.    approximates   to   what   Paulus   Orosius    says,   viz.    that 

Babylon  was  taken  by  Cyrus*  about  the  time  the  kings 
were  expelled  from  Rome,  Le»  circ.  b.c.  510.  Against  this 
it  will  be  urged,  that  all  the  ancients,  Diodorus,  Thallus, 
Castor,  Polybius,  Phlegon,  make  the  first  of  Cyrus  to  be 
the  first  year  of  Olymp.  55.  This,  I  say,  is  not  testimony 
but  hypothesis,  calculated  back  according  to  the  history 
of  Herodotus,  and  with  that  history  it  stands  or  falls. 
The  statement  of  Orosius  seems,  from  the  manner  in 
which  it  is  mentioned,  to  have  been  derived  from  some 
contemporary  testimony. 

Clement  Alex-  We   get    the    samc    result   from   Clemens   (Strom) : 

ander,  quoted  by 

Si^^'J^Vq  "  Some  say  that  there  are  twenty-four  years  from  the 
first  Olympiad  to  the  foundation  of  Rome,  after  that  about 
243  years ;  from  the  capture  of  Babylon  to  the  death  of 
Alexander,  186  years."  First  Olympiad  b.c.  776—24=752, 
for  the  foundation  of  Rome ;  b.c.  752  —  243  =  b.c.  509,  for 
the  capture  of  Babylon.     If  we  ascend  from  the  death  of 

*  It  will  be  remembered  that  I  have  indentified  Cyrus  with 
Nebuchadnezzar  the  First.    (See  page  128.) 


Olymp.  p.  379. 
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Alexander  we  get  the  same  result,  B.C.323+ 186  =  b.c.609, 
for  the  capture  of  Babylon.  Clemens  seems  to  have  had 
in  mind  that  the  expulsion  of  the  kings  from  Rome  and 
the  capture  of  Babylon  by  Cyrus  synchronised. 

The  year  b.c.  511,  which  was  the  first  of  Nebuchad-  Relation  of  the 

•^  reign  of  Nebu- 

nezzar,  was  the  tenth  year  of  Darius  Hystaspes,  so  that  J^Jf^JJ^*** 
the  relation  of  these  two  reigns  to  each  other  accords  very 
well  with  the  results  which  I  derived  from  the  Asiatic 
and  the  Greek  chronologies  of  Herodotus.  When  ex- 
amining that  subject  I  found  that  the  first  of  Cyrus  was 
as  late  as  the  ninth  of  Darius. 

The  first  of  Nebuchadnezzar  was  b.c.  511,  the  eclipse 
in  the  seventh  of  Cambyses  was  b.c.  523,  making  a  differ-  cambysesof  the 

•^  '  o  Canon  same  as 

ence  of  twelve  years ;  and,  therefore,  giving  eighteen  years'  ^abonad. 
reign  to  the  predecessor  of  Nebuchadnezzar  the  First,  and 
whom  Ptolemy  designates  Cambyses.  This  title  is  adopted 
from  the  mode  in  which  Herodotus  expresses  it ;  but  we 
must  inquire  as  to  who  the  prince  really  was.  The  prince 
expelled  by  Cyrus  was  called  Nabonad.  From  its  having 
been  supposed  that  Cyrus  terminated  the  Captivity,  the 
reign  of  Nabonad  has  been  brought  to  the  latter  part  of 
the  seventy  years ;  but  I  conceive  he  was  more  probably 
the  same  as  Nabonnabus,  the  last  king  of  the  Arabian 
dynasty  mentioned  by  Africanus,  and  that  he  was  the 
Labynet  of  Herodotus,  and,  therefore,  expelled  before  the 
commencement  of  the  Captivity.  Nabonad  is  said  to  have 
reigned  seventeen  years,  which  agrees  with  the  eighteen 
years  allowed  by  my  arrangement.* 

That  an  individual,  whom  some  call  Cambyses,  reigned 
before  Cyrus,  seems  evident  from  Theophilus  (ad  Autoly-  Theophiius. 
cum,  Notes  of  Vossius  to  Justin,  lib.  i.  c.  v.),  saying  that  voasiiw. 

*  Cambyses  is  given  seventeen  years  by  Ctesias,  and  eighteen  by 
Clement ;  and  in  Manetho  (Eus.  Arm.  Fol.  p.  106)  the  conquest  of 
Egypt  is  in  his  fifteenth  year,  and  he  reigns  three  years  after.  Here 
seems  some  confusion  of  the  two  kings. 
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chapto  XII.  it  was  Cambyses  who  gave  the  son  of  Harpagas  to  be 
eaten  by  his  father.  So  here,  apparently,  the  one  deposed 
by  Cyrus  had  the  name  of  Cambyses. 

I  have  already  shewn  that  one  period  of  seventy 
years  is  to  be  reckoned  from  the  commencement  of  the 
career  of  Nebuchadnezzar.  This  may  be  confirmed  from 
Josephus,  who  says  the  temple  was  laid  desolate  in  the 
eighteenth  of  Nebuchadnezzar  and  continued  in  that 
state  fifty  years ;  but  in  the  second  year  of  Cyrus  [Coresch] 
its  foundations  were  laid.  He  confirms  his  statement  from 
the  Tyrian  annals,  which  he  applies  as  follows : — 

y.  «.         **  The  whole  time  amounts  to  fifty-four  years 

Ithobalus  before  the  siege    6    0  . 

Ditto, dnringtheriege....  13  0  and  three  months ;  for  in  the  seventh  year  of 
iSbiliw!!!!!!!!!!!..'!!!*?  2  ^^^  reign  [that  is,  of  the  reign  of  Ithobalus,  as 
Abbl^'.*i.*!i!ii!!!iii-i  0  *3   Jackson   has   shewn]   Nebuchadnezzar  began 

Mytgonus  and  Gerastratus   60.  .  ^rn  -i*.in.  ^i 

Baiatonu 1  0   the  sie&:e  of  lyre:  and  m  the  fourteenth  year 

Merbaliu 4    0  °     .  "^  .  "^  , 

Hienmuis the  first ^^   of  the  Tcigu  of  Hicromus,  Cyrus  the  Persian 

^^  ^   assumed    the   government  of  that  kingdom" 

From  the  end  of  the  siege  35    3     r  pp|«N:  „  n 

I  will  first  examine,  in  connexion  with  Scripture,  the 
application  which  Josephus  makes  of  the  Tyrian  annals, 
and  then  consider  the  direct  assertion  of  Josephus  as  to 
the  time  of  the  return  from  the  Captivity. 

Erek.xxTi.  1.  The  prophccy  against  Tyre  was  uttered  in  the  first 

month  of  the  eleventh  year  of  Jeconiah's  captivity,  cire. 

Ezek.  xxix.  17.  March,  B.C.  493.  In  the  March  of  the  twenty-seventh 
year  of  Jeconiah's  captivity,  B.C.  477,  Tyre  had  already 
been  taken. 

pwiortratuain  As,  accordiuff  to  the  Tyrian  annals,  Tyre  was   be- 

Jos.  Ant.  X.  xi.  1 ;  ^       ®  ''  ^        J 

ditto, oont.Apion,  gieged  for  thirteen  years,  March,  b.c.  480,  is  the  earliest 
date,  and  some  time  in  b.c.  478,  or  before  March,  b.c,  477, 
is  the  latest  date  we  can,  with  Scriptural  authority,  admit 
for  the  capture  of  Tyre. 

According  to  the  Tyrian  annals,  as  applied  by  Jose- 
phus, the  first  year  of  Coresch  was  current  thirty-five 
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years  and  three  months  from  the  capture  of  Tjre.  Thus, 
midsummer,  b.c.  445,  would  be  the  earliest  date,  and  the 
close  of  B.C.  443,  or  commencement  of  b.c.  442,  would  be 
the  latest  date  for  the  first  year  of  Coresch. 

1  will  now  examine  Josephus's  own  statement.  He 
s^ys  the  desolation  commenced  in  the  eighteenth ;  Scrip- 
ture says  it  was  in  the  nineteenth  of  Nebuchadnezzar. 
This  difference  does  not  affect  the  date  of  the  first  of 
Coresch,  because  in  that  year  the  temple  had  lain  de- 
solate for  forty-nine  years ;  and  the  several  years  of  the 
desolations  are  regulated  by  the  date  of  the  seventieth 
year,  which  terminated  in  the  second  year  of  Darius 
Nothus.  The  effect  of  the  change  would  be  to  bring  the 
first  of  Nebuchadnezzar  down  to  B.C.  510,  instead  of 
B.C.  511;  and  thus  it  would  shorten  the  period  of  the 
Chaldeeau  monarchy  by  one  year.  I,  however,  suppose 
there  is  no  doubt  of  the  correctness  of  the  present  reading 
of  Scripture,  which  distinctly  gives  the  nineteenth  of  Ne- 
buchadnezzar for  the  commencement  of  the  desolations  — 
a  date  confirmed  by  the  length  of  Zedekiah's  reign,  and 
the  distance  between  the  capture  of  Jeconiah  and  the 
smiting  of  the  city,  as  recorded  by  Ezekiel.  Ewk.  xi.i. 

We  must  next  consider  what  we  are  to  understand  by 
tbe  fifty  years  of  the  desolation;  for  as  the  temple  was  Jer. m.  12, 27. 
burnt  in  the  fifth  month,  and  was  founded  in  the  second  Ezrmiu.8. 
month,  the  precise  period  intended  was  either  nine  months 
more  or  three  months  less  than  fifty  years. 

As  the  desolations  commenced  about  September,  b.c. 
493,  the  founding  of  the  temple  (in  the  second  month) 
was,  therefore,  about  the  end  of  April,  B.C.  either  443  or 
442.  And  as  the  foundation  of  the  temple  must  have 
been  in  the  second  of  Coresch,  the  first  year  of  his  reign 
must  have  been  either  the  commencement  of  b.c.  444 
or  443. 

I  think  it  more  probable  that  the  fifty  years  of  Jo- 
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chafto  xn.  sepfaus  should  be  understood  as  current  and  nearly  com- 
plete than  as  nearly  fifty-one  years.  The  foundation  of 
the  temple  in  that  case  would  have  been  about  the  end  of 
April,  B.C.  443,  and  the  proclamation  of  Coresch  about 
the  beginning  of  b.c.  444. 

But  now  this  difficulty  arises.  Supposing  that  the 
proclamation  of  Coresch  was  b.c.  444,  and  that  Nebu- 
chadnezzar the  First  began  to  reign  b.c.  511,  if  the  first 
year  of  Coresch  marked  the  close  of  the  Chaldaean  do- 
mination, the  continuance  of  that  power  was  only  sixty- 
seven  complete  years  instead  of  seventy. 

We  might,  perhaps,  admit  that  the  Lord  did  in  mercy 
limit  the  Chaldaean  rule  to  seventy  current  years ;  but  I 
scarcely  think  Josephus  is  sufficient  authority  for  limiting 
the  duration  to  a  still  shorter  period. 

Berossus,  moreover,  gives  twenty-nine  years  to  Nebu- 
chadnezzar the  First  and  forty-three  years  to  Nebuchad- 
nezzar the  Second ;  if  they  were  consecutive,  and  if  we 
allowed  that  the  twenty-ninth  year  of  the  father  and  the 
forty-third  year  of  the  son  were  only  current,  we  cannot 
admit  less  than  seventy  complete  years.  How,  then,  are 
we  to  understand  the  statement  of  Josephus  ? 

I  do  not  speak  with  any  great  confidence;  but  pos- 
sibly it  may  admit  of  something  like  the  following  ex- 
Ewk.zxiz.3i.    planation  :  —  The  budding  of  the  horn  of  David  was  to  be 
at  the  very  time  of  the  overthrow  of  Egypt  by  Nebuchad- 
nezzar.    This  overthrow  was  after  the  death  of  Amosisi 
8wchap.vii.      as  wc  havc  already  seen. 

Necho,  we  have  also  seen,  was  overthrown  by  Nebu- 
chadnezzar the  First  in  the  same  year  that  he  took 
Babylon. 

The  three  intervening  reigns  in  Egypt,  6  -h  19  +  43, 
make  sixty-eight  complete  or  sixty-nine  current  years  to 
the  death  of  Amosis ;  for,  according  to  the  monuments, 
Amosis  had  entered  upon  the  forty-fourth  year  of  his  reign. 
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His  son,  as  Herodotus  tells  us,  was  overthrown  six  months 
afterwards. 

If,  then,  the  restoration  of  the  house  of  David  to  be 
rulers  in  the  land  of  Judah  was  the  fulfilment  of  the 
promise,  that  the  horn  of  David  should  bud  forth,  in  that 
case  Coresch  must  have  been  in  Babylon  at  the  very  time 
Nebuchadnezzar  was  invading  Egypt. 

The  Scriptures  do  not  tell  us  in  what  way  Coresch 
became  possessed  of  Babylon.  He  might  have  been 
appointed  king  when  his  kinsman  invaded  Egypt.  The 
Persian  historians  say  Balktnasser's  son  was  deposed  by 
Behman.  Perhaps  the  story  of  Herodotus  about  the 
Mage,  who  possessed  himself  of  the  power  during  the 
absence  of  Cambyses  in  Egypt,  has  a  foundation  of  truth; 
and  that  Coresch  did  in  some  way  get  the  power  during 
the  absence  of  Nebuchadnezzar  in  Egypt;  and  that  Ne- 
buchadnezzar, as  soon  as  he  heard  of  it,  hurried  home, 
but  died  on  the  journey  just  as  he  had  completed  the 
seventieth  year  of  the  Chaldsean  domination.*  Coresch 
in  that  case  might  possibly  have  commenced  his  reign  as 
early  as  b.c.  444,  and  still  the  Chaldseans  have  oppressed 
the  nations  for  seventy  complete  years. 

I  will  offer  another  conjecture,  which,  if  sound,  will 
tend  to  confirm  the  early  date  of  the  decree  of  Coresch. 
According  to  the  dynasties  of  Manetho,  Amyrtseusf  esta- 
blished the  independence  of  Egypt  after  the  death  of 
Darius  Nothus,  The  year  of  this  successful  revolt  was, 
according  to  Syncellus,  B.C.  404.  Perhaps  the  forty  years  cunton^ToLu. 
of  Egypt's  oppression  closed  at  this  time ;  if  so,  including  E«Bk.x3dx.  ii.' 

*  The  three  last  years  of  Cambyses,  according  to  most  historians, 
were  passed  in  Egypt. 

t  When  Herodotus  (iii.  15)  mentions  Pausiris,  son  of  Amyrtaeus, 
having  been  invested  with  his  father's  government,  I  suppose  it  was 
after  his  father's  rebellion,  and  whilst  Amyrtaeus  was  in  the  marsh- 
land, for,  after  the  reign  of  Amyrtaeus,  Nepherites  reigned. 
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CEAPTiExn.  the  year  of  the  overthrow  and  the  year  of  the  revolt,  the 
forty  years  would  have  commenced  B.C.  443;  but,  ex- 
clusive of  the  year  in  which  the  Egyptians  shook  off  the 
yoke,  it  would  have  been  as  early  as  b.c.  444,  which  is 
even  one  year  higher  than  I  have  ventured  to  place  the 
overthrow. 

The  reasons  which  I  offer  in  support  of  this  conjecture 
are  — 

1 .  It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  the  strong  language 
of  Ezek.  xxix.  could  have  had  an  adequate  fulfilment  in 
any  overthrow  but  that  by  Cambyses  or  Nebuchadnezzar 
the  Second. 

2.  I  know  no  other  fulfilment  of  the  forty  years'  de- 
solation to  which  Egypt  was  doomed.  Archbishop  New- 
come,  after  Bishop  Newton,  seems  inclined  to  apply  the 
prophecy  to  the  defeat  of  Apries  by  the  Cyrenians,  the 
civil  .war  with  Amosis,  the  conquest  by  Nebuchadnezzar, 
end  another  conquest  by  Cyrus,   and  the  close  of  the 

N«woonie,Eiek.  forty  vears  to  the  settlement  of  the  kingdom  by  Cyrus. 

sdx.  11-13,  notes  ^    ^  .  .         . 

But  there  seems  great  objections  to  this  view.  1.  The 
language  of  the  prophecy  does  not  point  to  several  suc- 
cessive overthrows,  but  to  a  state  of  desolation  for  forty 
years  after  some  one  fatal  overthrow.  2.  Herodotus  says 
that  Egypt  was  in  the  greatest  prosperity  during  the 
reign  of  Amosis;  so  that,  according  to  this  view,  the 
forty  years  of  predicted  desolation  were,  in  fact,  forty 
years  of  the  greatest  national  prosperity.  I  think  Bishop 
Newton  and  Archbishop  Newcome  are  correct  in  sup- 
posing Amosis  was  a  tributary  king,  appointed  by  Nebu- 
chadnezzar after  the  defeat  of  Apries ;  but  I  do  not  think 
it  probable  that  the  forty  odd  years  of  the  reign  of  Anu>sis 
were  such  as  this  prophecy  in  Ezek.  xxix.  describes. 

Upon  ver.  12,  "I  will  scatter  the  Egyptians,"  &c. 
the  Archbishop  says,  '^  Berossus  informs  us  that  Nebu- 
chadnezzar carried  away  many  Egyptians  captive  to  Ba- 
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byloD,  and  Megasthenes,  that  he  transplanted  others  to 
Pontus."     This  I  suppose  was  after  the  reign  of  Amosis. 

Mr.  Clinton  says,  "  The  period  of  [Egyptian]  inde- 
pendence may  be  dated  B.C.  414-350  with  Eusebius  and 
Diodorus,  and  not  B.C.  404-339  with  Syncellus."     I  do  cunton.  tol  u. 

chap,  xviii. 

not  clearly  see  how  Diodorus  does  support  this  date,  ochn^note-. 
He  mentions  Nephreus  or  Nepherites,  king  of  Egypt,  in 
Olymp.  xcvi.  1,  Phormio  Archon.  B.C.  396.  Now,  ac- 
cording to  Eusebius  himself,  as  well  as  Manetho,  Amyr- 
taeus  and  Nepherites  each  reigned  six  years ;  so,  sup- 
posing B.C.  396  was  the  very  last  year  of  Nepherites, 
Amyrtseus  could  not  have  begun  to  reign  before  b.c,  407, 
Diodorus,  therefore,  seems  to  be  against  the  date  adopted 
by  Mr.  Clinton,  and  he  is  not  opposed  to  the  date  of 
Manetho  and  Syncellus;  for,  according  to  Diodorus, 
compared  with  Manetho,  the  Lacedaemonians  sent  to 
Nepherites  exactly  in  the  middle  of  his  reign.* 

THE  ORDER  OF  EVENTS  DURING  THE  CAPTIVITY. 

Having  ascended  from  more  known  to  more  remote 
periods,  and  thus  determined  the  commencement  of  the 
Chaldaean  monarchy,  I  will  now,  in  a  descending  order, 
mention  some  of  the  events  in  what  I  conceive  their 
probable  order, 

I  have  said  that  Nebuchadnezzar  the  First  reigned 
twenty-nine  years.     It   is   true    that    the   Astronomical 

'*'  Diodorus  speaks  of  Psammeticus  b.c.  400;  but  as  he  says  he 
was  descended  from  the  former  Psammeticus,  he  must  have  been 
the  son  of  Inaurus ;  and  therefore,  probably,  he  reigned  in  Libya.  Thucyd.  1. 104. 
Diodorus  also  speaks  of  the  King  of  Egypt  and  Arabia  as  in  a  con- 
dition to  invade  Phoenicia  about  b.c.  412.  This  I  own  I  do  not 
understand. 

It  appears  possible  to  me  that  the  expedition  of  Bagapates,  who, 
Ctesias  mentions,  went  against  Amyrtaeus,  was  when,  according  to 
Thucydides,  Megabyzus  was  sent  by  Artaxerxes,  circ,  b.c.  455. 
Megabyzus,  according  to  Bloomfield,  was  a  name  of  office. 
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CHiyrgE  xn.  Canon,  according  to  Theon,  gives  twenty-one  years  to  the 
or^iS>7ioi^  °^  elder  and  forty-tliree  to  the  younger  Nebuchadnezzar. 
This,  with  the  two  years  to  Ilvarodamus,  and  four  which 
the  same  document  accords  to  Niricassolassarus,  makes 
seventy  years.  Nevertheless,  I  doubt  whether  this  be  the 
correct  apportionment  of  the  years,  for  the  twenty-third 
of  Nebuchadnezzar  is  mentioned  in  Scripture,  which 
shews  that  he  reigned  more  than  twenty-one  years ;  and 
Berossus,  as  Josephus  in  one  place  reports  him,  gives 
twenty-nine  years  to  Nebuchadnezzar  the  First,  which  is 
probably  the  more  correct  amount,  for  it  is  the  same 
which  Herodotus  gives  to  his  Cyrus. 

Nebuchadnezzar  the  First  commenced  his  royal  career 
by  seizing  Babylon,  when  commanding  the  army  which 
had  overthrown  Necho.     About  the  close  of  the  eleventh 
D»n.ii.  year  of  Nebuchadnezzar  the  First  we  find  his  son  reigning 

at  Babylon — perhaps  in  accordance  with  the  fragment  of 
Megasthenes  —  when  his  father  and  Darius  went  to  war 
with  Tomyris.  I  should  suppose  the  slaying  of  the  son  of 
Tomyris  is  the  same  as  Strabo  mentions,  speaking  of  the 
massacre  of  the  Scythians  by  Cyrus,  when  in  their 
drunken  revelry.  After  this  Cyrus  and  Darius,  in  con- 
junction, seized  on  Nineveh. 

Xenophon  tells  us  that  Cyrus,  when  ruling  the  Medes 
by  their  own  consent,  subverted  the  Assyrians.  This 
looks  like  the  combination  of  Medes  and  Chaldseans 
against  Assyria.  Xenophon  also  mentions  the  Sacae  as 
acknowledging  the  power  of  Cyrus. 

The  eclipse,  which  is  recorded  as  having  been  in  the 
twentieth  of  Darius,  b.c.  602,  would  lead  us  to  suppose 
that  Darius  was  at  Babylon  shortly  before  the  time  that 
Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second  was  appointed  viceroy.  It  is 
probable  that  Nebuchadnezzar  at  this  time  acknowledged 
the  supremacy  of  Darius. 

Upon  the  appointment  of  Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second 
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I  suppose  Zedekiah   sent  his  chief  chamberlain,  in  the  • 
fourth  year  of  his  reign,  to  do  fealty  to  Nebuchadnezzar  Jer.  il  59, 
as  his  lord  paramount. 

The  second  year  of  Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second's  reign  The  dream, 
he  had  the  dream  of  the  great  image.     This  would  be  the 
twelfth   of  Nebuchadnezzar  the  First.     Chrysostom  in-  chrysoBtom,  in 
forms  us,  or  perhaps  I  ought  rather  to  say  calculates,  that 
this  dream  was  in  the  twelfth  of  Nebuchadnezzar. 

According  to  the  Septuagint,  Theodotian,  and  Chry-  ^Jjj**5^®"  m 
sostom,  Nebuchadnezzar  set  up  the  golden  image  and 
had  the  vision  of  the  tree  in  the  eighteenth  year  of  his 
reign ;  but  I  suppose  that  Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second  set 
it  up  in  the  eighteenth  of  his  father :  if  so,  his  madness 
commenced  in  the  nineteenth  of  his  father's  reign,  after 
the  son  had  returned  from  Riblah ;  and  his  being  hard-  Dan.  y.  so,  mai> 

gin.    Compare 

ened  to  deal  proudly  in  defiling  the  temple,  as  Daniel  g«-»^^i|» 
intimates,  originated  the  story  of  Cambyses  going  mad  in 
consequence  of  his  profaneness  to  Apis.    This  was  ex- Neb.  11.  reigned 

Tiyearsbemre 

actly  seven  years  and  a  half  after  he  commenced  to  reign,  his  madness, 
and  accounts  in  part  for  Herodotus  attributing  that  period 
to  the  reign  of  Cambyses,  he  supposing  that  the  king  died 
mad. 

fielshazzar,  who  was  son  and  heir  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  saracb,  1.11.12. 
would  probably  reign  during  his  father's  madness,  and  it 
might  be  during  this  reign  that  Daniel  had  the  vision, 
ch.  viii. ;    but  I   own   I  feel    very    doubtful    respecting 
Belshazzar. 

If  Belshazzar  was  the  Siyawesh  of  the  Persian  his- 
torians he  had  forsaken  his  father's  cause.  He  was,  ne- 
vertheless, slain  by  his  father's  enemy,  Afrasiab  (whom  I 
have  identified  with  Astyages),  yet  his  death  was  re- 
venged by  his  father. 

The  story  of  Zopyrus,  as  related  by  Herodotus,  is 
devoid  of  all  probability :  is  it  likely  that  a  Persian,  un- 
connected with  the  Babylonians,  would  be  able  by  any 
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CHArmxii.  pretence  to  get  command  of  the  gates  ?  What  Herodotus 
relates  of  Zopyrus,  Ctesias  gives  to  Megabyzus ;  but  Dio- 
dorus  (Mai)  says  they  were  the  same  individual,  Mega- 
byzus being  a  name  of  office  and  dignity  given  to  the 
prefects  of  the  Magi,  but  comprehending  military  rank 
(Bloomfield's  ThucydideSfVo],  i,  p.  197).  Now,  clearly, 
ifCambyses,  instead  of  dying  before  Darius,  took  a  very 
active  part  in  the  world  as  late  as  the  reign  of  Artaxerxes, 
we  must  find  him  in  history  under  some  other  name ;  and 
I  think  Ctesias  gives  us  him  under  his  name  of  office,  his 
marriage  with  Amytis,  who,  according  to  Berossus,  was 
wife  of  Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second.  His  independent 
government  of  Babylon,  his  revolt  from  Artaxerxes,  and 
his  conquest  of  Egypt,  all  seem  to  indicate  it.  ^schylus 
speaks  of  Megabazes  as  one  of  the  Persian  kings  who 
owned  the  sovereignty  of  the  great  king.  (JBschylus' 
Persians,) 

Some  writers  tell  us  that,  after  the  reduction  of  Ba- 
bylon, Cyrus  having  a  victorious  army  at  his  devotion, 
revolted  from  Cyaxares,  who  had  returned  from  Babylon 
into  Media,  in  conjunction  with  the  Persians  under  him, 
who  were  incited  thereunto  by  Harpagus,  a  Mede,  and 
Artabazus,  who  had  assisted  Cyrus  in  subduing  Asia 
Minor,  and  had  been  injured  by  Darius,  Harpagus  was 
sent  by  Cyaxares  with  an  army  against  Cyrus,  to  whom, 
in  the  heat  of  battle,  he  revolted  with  great  part  of  the 
army.  Cyaxares  raised  a  new  army,  and  was  again  de- 
feated near  Pasargada  in  Persia,  and  taken  prisoner.  By 
this  victory,  say  they,  "  the  monarchy  was  translated  fipom 

vide5ttt(tomAs    the  Mcdcs  to  the  Persians."     This  seems  to  agree  with 

UDivenai  Hist,    the  sto]*y  of  Ka'oos  and  Afrasiab. 

Persia,  b.  i.  c.  zi.  tt  i  n  i  -n  •  n 

Herodotus  tells  us  that  Egypt  was  m  a  state  of  revolt 

Egypt  did  not      whcu   Darius  Hystaspcs  died;    but   this  appears  incon- 

Darius.  sisteut  with  the  fact  '^  that  he  is  the  only  Persian  whose 

phonetic  name  is  accompanied  by  a  prenomen  like  those 
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of  the  ancient  Pharaohs  of  Egypt  —  a  circumstance  sa- 
tisfactorily confirming  the  remark  of  Diodorus,  '  that  he 
obtained,  while  living,  the  appellation  of  Divus'  (or  good 
God),  which  was  applied  to  no  other  of  the  (Persian) 
kings,  and  received  after  death  the  same  honours  which 
it  had  been  customary  to  bestow  upon  the  ancient  sove- 
reigns of  the  country,"  Sir  Gardner  Wilkinson  is  struck  wuHnaon.  Man- 
ners and  Customs 

with  the  singularity  of  this  circumstance.     If,  moreover,  of  the.  Ancient 

o  J  ^  '  '  Egyptians, 

the  Egyptians  were  in  open  rebellion  at  the  time  of  Darius'  ▼oi-^p-is** 
death,  it  is  still  more  remarkable  that  they  should  not 
destroy  his  monuments  or  efface  his  name. 

Now  let  us  compare  the  testimony  of  the  Book  of  Judith. 
Judith.  Nebuchadnezzar,  purposing  to  make  war  with 
Arphaxad,  king  of  Media,  sent  to  different  nations,  and, 
amongst  others,  to  Egypt,  for  troops;  but  they  made 
light  of  his  commandment ;  upon  which  he  swore  that  he 
would  be  avenged.  Then  he  advanced  against  the  King 
of  Media  and  overthrew  him,  according  to  the  Greek,  in 
the  seventeenth  of  Nabuchodonosor.  If  Nebuchadnezzar 
the  Second  was  appointed  over  Babylon  in  the  twentieth 
of  Darius,  his  seventeenth  year  would  be  b.c.  485,  the 
year  in  which  Darius  Hystaspes  is  supposed  to  have  died; 
so  that,  apparently,  Arphaxad,  king  of  Media,  must  be 
Darius.*  But  I  think  Darius  was  killed  a  year  or  two 
earlier.  Ctesias  shews  distinctly  that  Darius  died  shortly 
after  Marathon. 

Prideaux  supposes  the  dates  in  the  Latin  copy  of  Judith 
are  to  be  preferred.  The  twelfth  of  Nebuchadnezzar  is, 
therefore,  the  more  correct  date  for  the  overthrow  of  Ar- 
faxad.  If  so,  Darius  was  slain  about  the  second  year  after 
the  defeat  at  Marathon.  This  satisfactorily  explains  the 
speech  of  Praxaspes  to  Cambyses  (Herod,  iii.  22).  '^  If, 
indeed,  dead  men  can  rise  again,  expect  another  rebellion 

♦  The  Nebuchodonosor  of  the  Book  of  Judith  did  reign,  according 
to  the  Apostolic  Constitutions,  during  the  time  of  Darius. 
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the  First  died 
four  yean  alter 
the  reduction 
of  Egypt. 


.from  Astyages."     Astyages  I  have  shewn  was  Darius,  and 
Cambyses  was  Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second. 

According  to  the  rule  mentioned  by  Herodotus,  Nebu- 
chadnezzar appointed  the  son  of  Darius  as  his  successor. 

We  have  identified  Jemsheed  with  Nebuchadnezzar; 
but  the  Persian  historians  tell  us  that  Jemsheed  was  son 
to  Arfaxad.  Now  Nebuchadnezzar  was  son-in-law  to 
Darius  or  Astyages,  who,  I  suppose,  is  the  Arfaxad  of  the 
Book  of  Judith.  Therefore,  Nebuchodonosor,  desiring  to 
revenge  Balshazzar,  and  probably  taking  advantage  of  the 
reverse  Darius  had  met  with  at  Marathon,  advanced  against 
and  overthrew  him ;  but  we  find  that  the  Egyptians,  so  far 
from  rebelling  against  Darius,  would  not  send  troops  to 
assist  Nabuchodonosor  against  Darius.  It  was  Nebuchad- 
nezzar, therefore,  who,  in  revenge,  reduced  Egypt  about 
the  second  year  of  Xerxes,  b.c.  484,  according  to  the 
common  date;  but  which  I  should  refer  to  B.C.  486. 

Broughton  says,  that  according  to  Clemens  and  Ma- 
rianus  Scotus,  Apries  reigned  the  eighth  of  Nebuchad- 
nezzar. I  have  not  been  able  to  verify  these  authorities, 
but  my  own  conjecture  is,  that  Apries  commenced  to 
reign  the  seventh  of  Nebuchadnezzar  the  First.  The 
eighth  of  Nebuchadnezzar  the  First  was  b.c.  604 ;  if, 
then,  Apries  was  subdued  b.c.  484,  he  reigned  about 
twenty  years ;  but  I  have  already  shewn  that  Apries  had 
but  nineteen  years,  he  was,  therefore,  deposed  probably 
B.C.  486.  Apries  being  dethroned,  I  suppose,  with  Bishops 
Newton  and  Newcome,  that  Amosis  was  made  Melek,  or 
tributary  king  under  the  Persians.* 

If  we  give  the  first  Nebuchadnezzar  twenty-nine  years, 
he  must  have  died  three  or  four  years  after  the  reduction 
of  Egypt ;  but,  perhaps,  neither  the  first  nor  twenty-ninth 

'*'  The  prophecies,  Ezek.  xxxi.  and  xxxii.  were,  I  suppose,  agaiost 
Pharaoh-Hophra.  The  prophecy,  Ezek.  xxix.  I  suppose,  applies  to 
Amosis ;  hut  if  so,  it  was  delivered  thirty-five  years  before  fulfilment. 
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years  were  complete.  The  time  agrees  pretty  well  with 
the  account  of  Berossus,  who  says,  that  Nebuchadnezzar 
the  Second,  hearing,  when  in  Egypt,  of  the  death  of  his 
father,  hurried  to  Babylon. 

If  Ahasuerus  was  Xerxes,  Esther  was  brought  to  him 
in  the  beginning  of  his  seventh  year;  that  same  year 
Xerxes  advances  to  Sardis.     In  the  following  year  Ther-Herod.?ii.7,«). 
mopylse  was  fought. 

The  thirty-seventh  year  of  Jeconiah's  captivity,  when  J«r.m.8i. 
Evil-Merodach  began  to  reign,  was  the  forty-fifth  year  of 
the  ChaldaBan  monarchy.  It  is  generally  supposed  that 
Evil-Merodach  commenced  his  rule  upon  the  death  of 
Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second,  to  whom  profane  testimony 
gives  forty-three  years.  The  difference  of  little  more  than 
a  year  between  the  two  authorities  might  possibly  be 
easily  accounted  for.  But  I  think  there  is  a  more 
serious  diflSculty,  and  not  so  easily  removed ;  this  sup- 
position makes  the  Captivity  commence  in  the  reign  of 
Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second,  and  not  in  the  reign  of 
Nebuchadnezzar  the  First  or  Nabopolassar.  My  objec- 
tions to  this  view  are  stated  in  Chapter  VII.  see  pp.  9*^. 

I  think  it  more,  probable  that  Evil-Merodach  was  at 
this  time  reigning  for  his  father.  There  is  a  tradition 
that  he  did  reign  for  his  father,  but  before  this  date ;  and 
that  he  was  imprisoned  by  his  father  because  of  bis  mal- 
administration of  affairs. 


THE  DATES  OF  SOME  EVENTS  PREVIOUS  TO  THE 

CAPTIVITY. 

I  will  now  fix  one  or  two  dates  farther  back  than  the  N»bopoiMBM*«he 

,  same  m  Bsmn 

times  of  the  Captivity.     The  seventy  years'  desolations  haddon. 
commenced  about  September  B.C.  493.  The  eclipse  in  the 
fifth  of  Nabopolassar  was  b.o.  621 ;  the  fifth  of  Nabopo- 
lassar was,  therefore,  128  years  before  the  commence- 

T 
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chapto  XII.   ment  of  the  desolations,  which  was  about  the  twenty- 
second  or  twenty-third  year  of  the  reign  of  Hezekiah. 
The  commencement  of  the  reign  of  Nabopolassar,  there- 
8Mpi«e3i5.      fore,   critically  agrees  with  the  commencement  of  the 
reign    of    Esarhaddon,    and    confirms    their    supposed 
identity.* 
cii^SenM^^       ^^^  there  was  a  previous  Sardanapalus  deposed  by 
soidi^wcf  8»r-  Nabonassar.      I  will  see  how  this  harmonizes.     David 
Enpaimeiu  88  ^^S^^  ^^  rcigu  duHng  the  reign  of  Eupalmeus,  king 

pJriSSir.:;: :;::::  S  of  Assyria  (EuseWus).  From  the  first  of  Eupal- 
^hrmtanes .'!!!'.'!!  50  mcus  to  the  last  of  Sardanapalus  were  246  years, 
sardanapiaas' !!!!!!  90  which,  added  to  127  years  of  the  era  of  Nabonassar, 

Fifth  of  Nabopoim»«.m  *'^^*  ^^^S  ^^^  J^ar  corresponding  with  the  fifth  of 
To  Desoution m  Nabopolassar,  in  which  there  was  the  eclipse,  and  127 

^^  more  years  to  bring  us  to  the  eve  of  the  desolation, 
makes  altogether  600  years  from  the  first  of  Eupalmeus 
to  the  last  of  Zedekiah. 

From  the  first  of  Rehoboam  to  the  last  of  Zedekiah, 
we  saw,  were  392  years,  which  makes  the  first  of  David 
472  years  from  the  last  of  Zedekiah ;  the  difference 
between  472  and  600  makes  the  first  of  David  syn- 
chronize with  the  twenty-ninth  of  Eupalmeus.  And  this 
Assyrian  dynasty  would  end  about  the  thirty-seventh  of 
Joash. 
Hales,  Toi.  iv.  The  acccssiou  of  Shishak  was,  according  to  Syncellns, 

2  chron.  xii.  2.    B.C.  899.    This  agrccs  with  his  invasion  of  Judea  in  the 
reign  of  Rehoboam,  b.c.  882. 

According  to  Phlegon  and  Plutarch,  the  Olympic 
Games  were  established  by  Iphitus  and  Lycurgus.  Euse- 
bius  states  that  Lycurgus  was  contemporary  with  Jehu. 
According  to  my  chronology  the  dates  are  these  :— 

*  ^*  CiHnparing  the  Aasyrian  dynasty  of  Africanus  with  the  frag- 
ments from  Folyhistor  and  Abydenus,  we  should  be  led  to  suppose 
that  Sennacherib  was  Sardanapalus ;  the  building  of  Tarsus  is  attri- 
buted to  the  one  and  the  other.** — Cost,  pp.  61,  63, 74. 
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From  the  first  of  Jehu  to  the  end  of  HosheaO    y"- 
which  was  the  sixth  of  Hezekiah j         ^ 

From  the  seventh  of  Hezekiah  to  the  end  ofl   i^oi 
Zedekiah  .  . « •  ^  • .  J 

Desolations 70 

From  Darius  Nothus B.C.    424 

790 

As  Jehu  reigned  twenty-eight  years,  the  first  Olympiad 
fell  in  with  the  middle  of  his  reign. 

From  the  thirty-eisrhth  of  Joash  to  the  end  o{  Zede-T^axivatnAAtnj' 

t  .  ages  the  same. 

kiah,  which  was  the  twenty-ninth  of  Darius,  are  254  years, 

and  Eusebius  gives  256  years  from  the  first  of  Arbaces  to 

the  last  of  Astyages;  so  that,  if,  as  I  suppose^  Darius  was 

overthrown  by  Nebuchadnezzar,  there  is  a  difference  of 

one  or  two  years  between  the  last  of  Astyages,  according 

to  his  chronology,  and  the  last  of  Darius  according  to  my 

supposition.    Now^  I  have  already  shewn  from  Herodotus 

himself,  that  Astyages  and  Darius  Hystaspes  must  have 

been  contemporary ;  but  I  think  I  may  go  a  step  farther 

and  say,  what  I  have  already  intimated,  that,  perhaps, 

they  were  identical.    Suidas  says,  "  Thales  foretold  the 

eclipse  which  happened  in  the  reign  of  Darius;"  and  we  Jackgoii,Toi.L 

have  seen  that  the  Astronomical  Canon  calls  Astyages  by 

the  name  of  Darius.     I  have  also  shewn  that  the  relation 

of  the  reign  of  Nebuchadnezzar  to  that  of  Darius  is  the 

same  which,  according  to  Polyhistor  and  Abydenus,  the 

reign  of  Nebuchadnezzar  bore  to  that  of  Astyages ;  and,  as 

I  have  shewn  that  Darius  the  Mede  was  Darius  Hystaspes, 

I  may  quote  Africanus,  Eusebius,  Syncellus,  and  Con- 

stantine  Manasses,  all  of  whom  make  Astyages  the  same 

as  Darius  the  Mede. 

If,  however,  this  is  considered  too  fatal  a  collapse  of 
ancient  history,  Jornandes  may  be  followed,  who  speaks  Jomandes,  de 

•' '  .  B.ega.  Sttoceas. 

of  Darius  as  son  of  Astyages,  by  which  Cyaxares  may  be 
intended,  who  the  followers  of  Xenophon  suppose  was 
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cuArm  xn.  Darius  the  Mede.  Josephus  calls  Darius  Hystaspes  son 
of  Astyages.  And  Nicephorus  speaks  of  Darius  son  of 
Astyages,  after  taking  Babylon,  being  himself  overthrown 

ii»i.Toi.u.p.6i6.  by  Cyrus.  But  Cirbied  and  Martin  say  that  Astyages  left 
two  sons,  Darius  and  Cyaxares ;  that  Cyrus  and  Tygranes 
"  agreed  that  the  newly  conquered  countries  [of  Assyria 
and  Babylon]  should  not  belong  to  either  of  them,  but 
should  become  a  kingdom  tributary  to  Persia,  and  be 
governed  by  Darius,  son  of  Astyages,  prisoner  in  Arme- 

cirbied  and  Biar-  uia."  Two  vcars  aftcrwards  Darius  rebelled,  and  provoked 

tin,  rHistoire  ,  .  .  * 

Andenne  de  a  War,  in  which  he  was  overthrown  and  killed  by  Cyrus, 
who  became  universal  monarch. 

This  appears  to  me  not  improbably  the  same  over- 
throw as  of  Arfaxad  in  Judith.  Suidas  speaks  of  Hys- 
taspes having  had  two  sons,  Xerxes  and  Darius,  which 

i4urcher,note(62)  correspouds  with  Cvaxarcs  and  Darius  the  sons  of  Astv- 

to  Cteaiaa,  Tol.  Ti.  , 

p.  276.  ages ;  for  Cyaxares  is  the  same  as  Axares  or  Xerxes  with 

the  Persian  Kai,  or  King,  prefixed. 

THE  ECLIPSE  OF  THALES. 

Eclipse  of  Thaies.  If  wc  could  fix  upou  the  date  of  the  eclipse  of  Thales 
with  any  certainty,  it  would  much  help  us.  Mr.  Baily 
says  that,  between  B.C.  650  and  580  only  one  eclipse  was 
central  in  or  near  any  part  of  the  peninsula  of  Asia 
Minor,  and  that  was  Sept.  30th,  b.c.  610;  but  he  adds, 
that,  if  the  calculation  was  corrected  as  he  implies  it 
should  be,  "  the  path  of  the  moon's  umbra  might  be 
thrown  so  far  north  as  to  prevent  that  eclipse  being  total 

Phu.  Tnuia.        iu  any  part  of  Asia  Minor."     So  that  probably  no  eclipse 

241*.  before  b.c.  580  would  answer. 

Pliny  and  Cicero  place  the  eclipse  in  Olymp.  48.4, 
which  corresponds  with  b.c.  585;  but,  as  I  have  before 
observed,  when  it  is  stated  that  events  occurred  in 
Olympiads,  which  are  of  early  date,  as  the  mode  of 
reckoning    by   Olympiads   was    not   commenced  before 
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B.C.  262,  it  is  clear  that  we  must  not  view  these  state- 
ments, respecting  events  which  occurred  upwards  of  300 
years  before  that  mode  of  computation  was  used,  as 
evidence,  but  only  as  inference ;  they  belong  not  to  con- 
temporary testimony,  but  to  subsequent  system.  So, 
when  Pliny  says  this  eclipse  was  Olymp.  48.4,  we  must 
suppose  that  he  calculated  it  to  have  occurred  five-and- 
twenty  years  before  the  accession  of  Cyrus ;  which  would 
probably  be  the  event  chosen,  by  which  to  regulate  the 
more  ancient  event.  But  if  the  date  of  the  accession  of 
Cyrus  is  lowered,  so  must  the  date  of  this  eclipse  be  also. 
Twenty-five  years  before  the  accession  of  Cyrus,  ac- 
cording to  my  date,  would  be  B.C.  636,  and  fourteen 
years  from  the  termination  of  the  reign  of  the  predecessor 
of  Darius,  who,  according  to  my  theory,  was  Cyaxares. 

But  if  we  are  to  make  use  of  the  eclipse  as  a  regu- 
lator of  our  chronology,  we  must  first  look  out  for  the 
eclipse  whose  character  best  suits  the  circumstances 
mentioned  by  Herodotus.  1.  It  must  be  total:  Baily 
shews  that  any  thing  short  of  that  would  not  have  the 
eflPect  of  making  the  day  look  nocturnal;  this  must 
greatly  restrict  the  question.  In  proof  of  the  rarity  of  a 
total  eclipse,  Baily  quotes  from  Halley,  **  that  though 
twenty-eight  eclipses  of  the  sun  happen  in  eighteen  years, 
and  eight  pass  through  the  parallel  of  London,  yet,  since 
March  20,  1140,  no  total  eclipse  has  been  seen  in  the 
metropolis."  2.  It  must  be  the  time  of  year  that  kings 
go  forth  to  war,  which,  Scripture  tells  us,  commenced  in 
Nisan  or  about  March.  3.  It  must  be  a  probable  time 
of  day. 

There  having  been  no  eclipse  suitable  between  B.C.  680  June i9,b.o. 549. 
and  650,  we  must  try  some  later  date.     On  looking  over 
the  list  in  L*Art  de  Verifier  les  Dates ^  from  B.C.  638  to 
680,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  eclipse  which  corresponds 
best  with  the  above  requisitions  is  June  19th,  b.c.  649. 
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chatto  xn.  At  seven  o'clock  in  the  morning  it  was  total,  and  visible 
in  the  south-east  of  Europe,  east  of  Africa  and  Asia. 
The  path  of  the  moon's  umbra  may  appear  to  have  been 
too  far  to  the  south ;  but,  as  I  have  already  noticed,  Mr. 
Baily  argues,  from  the  eclipse  witnessed  by  Agathocles, 
king  of  Syracuse,  when  he  sailed  from  Syracuse  to  Africa, 
Diod.8ic.  when    ''it  seemed   exactly  like  night,   the   stars   every 

where  appearing,"  that  some  correction  is  wanting  in 
calculating  the  eclipses ;  for,  instead  of  the  fact,  that  the 
eclipse  of  August  15th,  b.c.  310,  was  total  near  to  Syra- 
cuse, it  would  have  been  by  the  calculations  total  vnany 
degrees  to  the  southward  of  where  Agathocles  then  was. 
In  like  manner,  a  similar  correction  might  be  wanting  iu 
calculating  the  eclipse  b.c.  649. 

As  Darius,  who  was  also  Astyages,  began  to  reign 
B.C.  621,  the  eclipse  would  fall  twenty-eight  years  before 
the  termination  of  the  reign  of  his  predecessor  Cyaxares. 
Volney  calculated,  from  the  texture  of  the  history  of 
Herodotus,  that  the  most  probable  date  of  the  eclipse  was 
thirty  years  before  the  termination  of  the  reign  of  Cyaxaros. 
This  a  close  approximation. 

Thus  I  have  attempted  to  fix  one  or  two  points  with 
more  or  less  certainty ;  but  such  is  the  atmosphere  of 
ancient  times,  that  it  casts  a  halo  round  the  dates  which 
prevents  our  discerning  their  precise  outline.  The  am* 
bition  and  intermarriages  between  the  Median  and  Chal- 
deean  monarchs  caused  at  one  time  such  unnatural  wars, 
and  at  another  such  strange  alliances,  as  the  ties  of 
kindred,  or  thirst  for  conquest,  predominated,  that  I  own 
I  cannot  trace  much  history  with  certainty,  or  even  con- 
jecture a  great  deal  which  has  the  appearance  of  pro- 
bability. I  hope  that  some  one,  who  will  bring  his  mind 
more  fresh  to  the  subject,  will  be  induced  to  take  it  up. 


APPENDIX  TO  CHAPTER  XII. 

ON  THE  DATE  OF  THE  DEATH  OF  DARIUS 

HYSTASPES. 


Mr.  G  res  well  maintains  *'  that  Darius  must  have  died 
B.C.  486 ;  and,  therefore,  as  he  reigned  thirty-six  years  in  all, 
that  he  began  to  reign  B.C.  522.*'  I  believe  that  Darius  did  die 
even  before  B.C.  486,  but  I  do  not  think  we  shall  be  correct  in 
inferring  that  he  began  to  reign  B.C.  522 ;  because,  though  the 
Canon  of  Ptolemy  be  in  my  supposition  of  doubtful  authority, 
the  dates  of  the  eclipses,  by  which  the  Canon  is  constructed,  are 
the  best  evidence  we  have. 

The  19th  of  November,  B.C.  502,  fell  in  the  twentieth  year  of 
Darius.  If,  then,  the  twentieth  of  Darius  was  not  expired  before 
19th  of  November,  b.c.  502,  the  thirty-sixth  of  Darius  was  not 
completed  before  November  19,  b.c  486. 

But,  if  the  date  of  Salamis,  b.c.  480,  is  **  the  best  authenti' 
cated  fact  in  all  ancient  history,**  and  if  the  account  of  Herod- 
otus respecting  the  first  years  of  Xerxes  is  correct,  I  think  we 
must  come  to  the  conclusion  that  Darius  did  not  reign  thirty-six 
years. 

Nothing  appears  more  doubtful  in  all  the  uncertainties  of 
ancient  history  than  the  length  attributed  to  different  reigns,  as 
is  evident  from  the  very  great  variety  of  testimony  upon  that 
point. 

Thirty-six  years  is  the  period  generally  attributed  to  the  reign 
of  Darius,  in  consequence  of  most  writers  following  Herodotus ; 
still  to  me  it  appears  probable  that  thirty-four  years,  the  number 
attributed  by  Isidore,  or  thirty-three,  the  number  given  in  the 
anonymous  Latin  fragment  of  Scaliger,  is  more  exact.     Ctesias 
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Ammptx.      gives  him  only  thirty-one  complete  years,  and  states  that  he  died 
shortly  after  the  battle  of  Marathon. 

According  to  the  account  in  Herodotus,  ThermopylaB  must 
have  been  the  twelfth  year  after  Marathon,  ten  years  interven- 
Herod.TU.1,4,7.  ing.     For  in  the  fourth  year  after  Marathon  Egypt  revolted- 
Herod.  tU.so.      The  following  year  Darius  died.     The  second  year  after  the 
H«mL  Til.  87.     death  of  Darius,  Xerxes  reduced  Egypt     In  the  fifth  year  after 
the  reduction  of  Egypt,  four  full  years  intervening,  Xerxes  set 
out  for  Greece.     That  year  he  winters  at  Sardis,  and  advances 
next  spring  to  Abydos. 

I  will  reckon  backwards  from  Salamis  and  Thermopylae, 
B.C.  480.  Xerxes  went  to  Sardis  B.C.  481.  This  having  been 
the  fifth  year  after  the  reduction  of  Egypt,  four  full  years  inter- 
vening, Egypt  was  reduced  B.C.  486.  Egypt  having  been 
reduced  in  the  second  year  after  the  death  of  Darius,  that  event 
must  have  taken  place  b.c.  488. 
Thn^didet.  I^  Marathon  was   ten  years  before  Salamis,  then    it  was 

B.C.  490.     If  Herodotus  is  correct,  it  appears  to  me  that  it  must 
Dkm.  Hal.  have  been  two  years  earlier.   This  is  countenanced  by  Dionysius 

.  T.  p.  17.  Halicamassus,  who  says  Brutus  was  killed  in  the  year  of  his 

consulate,  having  *<  flourished  but  a  short  time ;"  it  was,  there- 
fore, the  same  year  as  the  expulsion  of  the  kings,  B.C.  508,  and 
Marathon  was  later  than  the  death  of  Brutus  by  sixteen  years, 
which,  therefore,  would  be  B.C.  492. 

It  appears  to  me  most  probable  that  Marathon  was  b.c.  490, 
and  that  Herodotus  is  in  error  from  supposing  Egypt  to  have 
revolted  from  Darius,  and  not  from  Nebuchadnezzar.  The  same 
error  would  also  cause  Herodotus  to  place  the  death  of  Darius 
two  years  later  than  the  correct  date. 

The  date  of  the  battle  of  Marathon  is  of  no  consequence  to 
my  present  inquiry ;  but,  if  Ahasuerus  was  Xerxes,  it  is  im- 
portant to  know  what  year  of  his  reign  he  advanced  to  Sardis, 
for  evidently  Esther  was  married  before  this  event,  and  she  was 
married  in  the  seventh  of  Ahasuerus.  If  Darius  died  b.c  488, 
the  seventh  year  of  Ahasuerus  might  have  been  as  early  as  the 
1st  of  January  of  the  year  b.c.  481,  which  would  correspond 
with  the  tenth  month  of  the  Jewish  year,  in  the  latter  part  of 
which  same  year  he  advanced  to  Sardis.  The  feast  in  the 
third  of  Ahasuerus  might  be  the  rejoicing  after  the  reduction 
of  Egypt 
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The  opinion  of  Archbishop  Usher  and  Vitringa,  that  the 
death  of  Xerxes  was  B.C.  474,  has  lately  been  revived  by  Kriiger, 
Hengstenberg,  and  Bloomfield.  The  evidence  in  favour  of  this 
date  appears  to  predominate  greatly  over  the  later  and  more 
common  date  of  B.C.  465.  But,  if  Ahasuerus  was  Xerxes,  he 
certainly  reigned  as  much  as  thirteen  years.  Dying,  therefore,  Esfch.  Ui.7;  u.  i;. 
B.C.  474,  he  must  have  commenced  to  reign  at  least  as  early 
as  B.C.  486. 
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CHAPTER  XIII. 

ON  THE  PROPHECIES  RELATIVE  TO  THE  OVERTHROW  OF 

BABYLON. 

■Arm  xin.  I  FEEL  that  I  ought  to  examine  how  the  view  of  the 
history  of  Babylon,  which  I  propose,  comports  with  the 
prophecies  relative  to  its  capture,  and  whether  these 
predictions  bear  a  more  or  less  literal  interpretation,  as 
they  accord    with   my  notions  or  with  those  generally 

Keith.  The  received.     Dr.  Keith's  evidence  v^ill,  I  apprehend,  be  a 

Jon  which  I  ^  ... 

rtwMtyped.   ^^^^  sample  of  the  popular  view,  it  being  the  latest  and 
most  generally  acceptable  work  on  the  subject. 

The  manner  in  which  Dr.  Keith  proceeds  is  this : — 
He  quotes  at  length  the  several  prophecies  in  Isaiah  and 
Jeremiah,  and  then  takes  clauses  promiscuously  from 
these  predictions,  as  a  suitable  fulfilment  may  be  ex- 
tracted either  from  Herodotus  or  Xenophon.  This  clearly 
is  a  very  good  way  to  make  a  striking  appearance  of  a 
literal  fulfilment;  yet  it  is  not  altogether  satisfactory:  for, 
though  the  words  quoted  may  be  applicable,  still  the 
context  may  be  unsuitable,  inasmuch  as  parts  of  the 
prophecy  of  one  overthrow  may  correspond  with  the 
history  of  another. 

The  only  true  mode  of  testing  an  interpretation  is  to 
see  how  the  whole  prophecy  has  its  counterpart  in  his- 
tory. I  would  not  say  that  we  must  necessarily  find  a 
historical  fulfilment  for  every  part  of  a  prophecy,  because 
history  is  often  very  defective;  but,  if  there  are  features 
in   the  prophecy  which  cannot  be  reconciled   with  the 
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history  of  the  particular  event  supposed  to  be  its  fulfil- 
ment, I  think  we  ought  to  pause  before  applying  the 
other  parts  of  the  prophecy  to  that  event,  though  such 
clauses  taken  separately  may  appear  suitable.  As  Dr. 
Keith,  in  most  instances,  omits  to  give  the  references  to 
the  various  prophecies  from  which  the  clauses  on  which 
he  comments  are  taken,  a  reader  must  be  either  very 
familiar  with  the  prophecies,  or  very  laborious  in  in- 
vestigating them,  if  he  succeed  in  considering  these  dif- 
ferent clauses  in  connexion  with  their  several  contexts; 
and  the  result  must  be,  that  most  individuals  take  for 
granted  that  the  context  is  suitable,  and  the  words  quoted 
have  a  literal  fulfilment.  I  will,  by  way  of  illustration, 
cite  an  example.  "The  Egyptians,  though  the  most Keitb, p. 269. 
valiant  and  unyielding  of  his  [Cyrus*]  foes,  on  being 
reduced  under  his  power,  remained  afterwards  faithful  to 
the  king.  Ethiopia  was,  on  the  south,  the  boundary  of 
his  dominions."  Xenophon  is  quoted  in  proof,  and  then 
follows  this  quotation  from  Isaiah:  —  •'Thus  saith  the  isa.  xw.  14. 
Lord,  the  labour  of  Egypt  and  the  merchandise  of  Ethi- 
opia, and  of  the  Sabeans,  men  of  stature,  shall  come  over 
unto  thee.  And  they  shall  be  thine:  they  shall  come 
over  after  thee."  Of  course,  leading  us  to  infer  thai  this 
prophecy  was  literally  fulfilled  in  the  Egyptians  be- 
coming faithful  followers  of  Cyrus,  and  Ethiopia  being 
the  boundary  of  his  dominions.  Then  suppressing  an 
important  clause,  which  marks  the  captive  condition  of 
the  Sabeans,  '^  in  chains  they  shall  come  over;"  and, 
omitting  the  conjunction,  our  author  commences  a  new 
paragraph  with  the  remainder  of  the  verse,  "  [and]  They 
shall  fall  down  unto  thee."  By  this  unfortunate  mode  of 
quotation  we  are  prevented  from  seeing  the  immediate 
and  intimate  connexion  with  the  preceding  words,  and 
are  not,  therefore,  shocked  with  the  following  comment : 
"  In    his   magnificent   procession   after  the  conquest   of 
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_xiii^  Babylon,  where  Cyrus  first  publicly  presented  himself 
before  his  army,  drawn  up  in  array,  in  the  midst  of  the 
assembled  multitudes,  so  soon  as,  standing  erect  in  his 
chariot,  he  came  forth  from  the  gate  of  the  palace,  all, 
seeing,  adored  or  fell  down  unto  him,"  &c.  Thus  are  we 
led  to  infer  that  it  was  predicted  of  the  Persian  army 
and  Babylonian  populace,  that  they  should  bow  down  to 
Cyrus  in  adoration ;  and  we  are  led  to  suppose  that  the 
fulfilment  was  ''  both  remarkable  and  memorable."  But 
I  think,  turning  to  the  Scripture  itself,  we  are  constrained 
to  infer  that,  instead  of  Persians  worshipping  Cyrus,  the 
prophecy  will  be  fulfilled  by  Sabeans  falling  down  in 
chains  before  Israel,  and  confessing  that  God  is  in  them. 

4.  There  is  probably  an  allusion  to  Cyrus  in  the  thirteenth 
verse ;  but  then  it  is  in  the  third  person.  **  He  shall 
build  my  city,"  &c.  But  Israel  is  addressed  in  the  second 
person.  "They  shall  make  supplication  unto  thee  [say- 
ing], surely  God  is  in  thee ;  and  there  is  none  else,  there 
is  no  God.''  True  it  is  that  Dr.  Keith,  as  if  feeling  the 
unsuitability  of  the  words  as  they  stand  in  our  Bibles,  has 
altered  them  to,  "  And  they  shall  make  supplication  unto 

270.      him;*'  but  I  know  not  upon  what  authority.     And  I  feel 

non  that  '*  the  words  *  only  in  thee  is  God'  render  it  impossible 
consistently"  to  apply  the  expression  to  Cyrus.  "  The 
punctators,  who  are  followed,  among  the  modems,  by 
Miehaelis  Doderlein,  Dathe,  Gesenius,  Hitzig,  and  Scholtz, 
apply  it  to  Jerusalem,  and  rightly;*'  but  our  author, 
seeking  for  the  fulfilment  of  this  prophecy  in  the  various 
petitions  which  the  Babylonians  made  to  Cyrus,  concludes 
that  **  such  was  the  prophetic  history  of  the  first  conqueror 
of  Babylon." 

Doubtless  we  all  are  liable  to  oversights ;  but  I  do  not 
think  80  doubtful  an  application  of  a  prophecy  could  have 
been  perpetuated  through  a  score  of  editions,  had  the 
references  to  the  passages  been  given,  and  a  continuous 
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exposition  of  the  context  been  adopted.  The  application 
of  history  to  the  fulfilment  of  prophecy  should,  I  think, 
be  put  to  a  more  severe  test ;  and  thus,  perhaps,  if  we  do 
not  get  so  plausible,  we  are,  at  leasts  likely  to  get  a  more 
solid  interpretation. 

But,  in  drawing  a  comparison,  or  in  any  observations 
which  I  make  upon  Dr.  Keith's  view  of  the  historical 
fulfilment  of  the  prophecies,  I  do  not  in  any  degree  reflect 
upon  his  excellent  observations  respecting  the  present 
actual  geographical  and  physical  condition  of  Chaldsea : 
they  do,  in  my  mind,  mark  a  wonderfully  minute  and 
exact  fulfilment  of  the  prophecies. 

For  I  willingly  admit  that  the  law  of  interpretation, 
with  regard  to  the  prediction  of  political  revolutions,  does 
not  apply  to  the  same  extent  with  respect  to  physical 
changes.  The  prophecies  may  each  relate  to  some  one 
historical  event,  but  the  physical  changes  may  gradually 
be  accomplishing  during  different  political  revolutions; 
the  first  blow  towards  the  ultimate  condition  may  be 
under  a  prior  overthrow,  and  yet  the  physical  change  not 
be  complete  until  after  the  last  destruction.  Babylon 
itself  is  a  remarkable  illustration  of  this. 

There  is  another  principle  which  I  believe  Dr.  Keith, 
in  common  with  many,  maintains,  but  which  I  am  not 
so  ready  to  admit  generally.  It  is  that  the  prediction  of 
a  political  revolution  may  have  a  partial  fulfilment  in  one 
historical  event,  and  then  a  more  complete  fulfilment  in 
some  subsequent  transaction.  I  think  it  would  be  very 
confusing,  if  the  principal  features  of  a  prophecy  relate  to 
a  subsequent  event,  to  refer  back  some  of  the  clauses  to 
events  which  had  previously  taken  place,  though  they 
might  have  occurred  subsequent  to  the  delivery  of  the 
prophecy. 

This  much  I  admit,  that,  while  the  prophecies  have  a 
primary   historical   fulfilment,   there   may  be  a  typical 
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import,  the  antitype  to  which  is  still  in  the  womb  of 
futurity;  according  to  that  declaration  in  the  last  of  the 
prophecies,  as  if  to  prevent  any  of  them  being  supposed 
a  dead  letter,  that  "  The  spirit  of  prophecy  is  the  testi- 
mony concerning  Jesus :"  by  which  I  understand  that, 
however  they  may  have  had  a  fulfilment  in  literal  Ba- 
bylon or  literal  Tyre,  there  is  a  recondite  sense,  which 
will  have  its  developement  when  the  Lord  himself  shall 
appear  as  the  great  and  immediate  agent.  I  will  not 
travel  farther  for  an  illustration  than  the  prophecy  re- 
garding Babylon,  already  quoted.  "  He  shall  build  my 
city."  What  city  is  this?  The  next  verse  tells  us, 
**  Surely,  God  is  in  thee."  The  city,  therefore,  will  be 
•'Jehovah  Shammah — The  Lord  is  there."  Not  till 
then  will  '*  Israel  be  saved  in  the  Lord  with  an  ever- 
lasting salvation."  "That  this  chapter  is  rightly  inter- 
preted of  Christ,"  says  Mr.  Govett,  "  we  have  the  sanction 
of  Divine  authority." 


ISAIAH,  chap,  xiii.-xiv.  27. 

Dr.  Keith  applies  to  Cyrus  the  primary  historical  ful- 
filment of  all  the  prophecies  relating  to  the  overthrow  of 
Babylon.  I  will  proceed  to  examine  the  justness  of  his 
interpretations.  The  first  is  Isaiah,  xiii.-xiv.  27.  It 
would  appear  that  the  applicability  of  the  passage  rests 
upon  the  fifteenth  and  seventeenth  verses  of  the  thirteenth 
Evidence, pp. 264,  chapter,  for  those  are  expressly  quoted  by  Dr.  Keith,  in 
relation  to  Cyrus;  but  the  first  of  these  appears  too 
generally  applicable  to  too  many  sackings  of  cities  to 
prove  much.  **  Every  one  that  is  found  shall  be  thrust 
through,"  &c.  The  second  text  quoted  from  this  pro- 
phecy is  ver.  17,  "  I  will  stir  up  the  Medes  against  them, 
which  shall  not  regard  silver;  and,  as  for  gold,  they  shall 
not  delight  in  it."  Now,  instead  of  proving,  this  seems 
to  militate  against  the  applicability  of  this  prophecy  to 
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Cyrus.     If  he  was  intended,  the  Persians  should  have 

been   mentioned   rather  than  the  Medes.     If  we  follow 

Herodotus,  this  clearly  we  should  expect ;  or,  taking  Xe- 

nophon  for  our  guide,  we  should  still  regard  the  Persians 

as  much  the  more  important;  and,  if  only  one  nation  was 

to  be  mentioned,  surely  it  would  have  been  that  of  the 

distinguished  commander.     But  the  disregard  of  riches 

is  supposed  a  remarkable   fact,   and    all   commentators  Lowth,GU].scott, 

quote  Xenophon  in  proof  of  this  being  a  characteristic 

feature  of  the  Medes  at  this  time.     To  me  the  meaning 

of  the  historian  appears  quite  the  contrary.     He  gives  one 

instance  of  the  power  and  influence  which  Cyrus  had 

over  his  followers ;  but  the  Medes  are  described  as  given 

up  to  luxury  and  effeminacy :  so  that,  of  the  two  passages, 

which  ought  to  be  sufficiently  pertinent  to  overrule  any 

other  passages  in  the  prophecy  which  might  present  a 

difficulty,  one   is   too   general  to  prove  any  thing,  the 

other  is  more  particular,  and,  therefore,  more  unsuitable. 

There  is  one  fact  which,  according  to  the  commonly 
received  views  of  history,  would  make  it  difficult  to 
apply  the  prophecy  to  Cyrus.  It  relates  in  all  appear- 
ance to  a  time  when  the  Assyrian  power  was  in  existence;  ia».3dv.26. 
but  the  Assyrian  was  overthrown  before  the  termination 
of  the  Captivity.  If,  then,  the  Cyrus  of  Herodotus  was  Jer. 1. 17, is. 
after  the  Captivity,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  this  prophecy 
could  be  applied  to  him.  The  Assyrian,  moreover,  was 
to  be  overthrown  upon  the  mountains  of  Israel ;  but  this 
is  not  applicable  to  Belshazzar  or  any  of  the  Chaldsean 
dynasty.  Thus,  the  principal  nation  which  causes  the 
overthrow  not  being  Persian,  and  the  nation  which  is 
overthrown  being  the  Assyrian,  we  cannot  apply  this 
prophecy  to  the  taking  of  Babylon  by  Cyrus. 

Here,  perhaps,  it  would  be  prudent  for  me  to  leave 
this  prophecy,  shewing  that,  according  to  my  view  of 
history,  it  would  have,  at  least,  a  more  exact  fulfilment 
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cnAPTO  XIII.  than  the  cominon  theory  admits  of;  but  I  will  suggest 
that  possibly  the  prophecy  does  not  refer  to  the  times  of 

Bp.Lowth.         the  Captivity.     The  Assyrian,  Isa.  xiv.  25,  is  probably 

as.  '  Sennacherib;*  and,  if  so,  we  must  look  for  the  taking  of 

Babylon  some  time  about  his  reign.     Babylon  and  Media 

9KiiigB,zTii.s4;  wcrc  iu   subjectiou   to  the  predecessor  of  Sennacherib. 

zriii.  11. 

iMuxxzix.  1.       Shortly  after  this  we  find  an  independent  King  of  Babylon 

anxiously  courting  alliance  with  Hezekiah,  the  enemy  of 

poijbistorand     Sennachcrib ;  and,  lastly,  we  are  told  that  Sennacherib 

Cory,  pp.  61, 63.   subjcctcd  Babylou.     From  this  we  see  that  Babylon  was 

for  a  short  time   taken   from  under  the  power  of  the 


'^  I  am  disposed  to  urge,  in  confirmation  of  this  view,  an  inter- 
pretation, which  I  fear  will  be  supposed,  if  not  more  doubtftd,  at 


Isa.  xiv.  28,  29. 


2  Chron.  xxviii. 
18. 


least  as  singular.  In  the  twenty-eighth  verse  of  the  same  chapter  it 
is  said,  *^  In  the  year  that  King  Ahaz  died  was  this  burden :  Rejoice 
not  thou,  whole  Palestina,  because  the  rod  of  him  that  smote  thee  is 
broken ;  for  out  of  the  serpent*s  root  shall  come  forth  a  cockatrice, 
and  his  fruit  shall  be  a  fiery  flying  serpent.*' 

This  prophecy  is,  I  believe,  interpreted  unanimously  of  Ahaz  and 
Hezekiah :  if  it  refer  to  Ahaz,  it  must  refer  to  him  as  a  smiter  of 
the  Philistines ;  but,  instead  of  smiting,  he  was  smitten  by  them.  In 
order  to  remove  this  difficulty,  some  would  refer  back  to  what  Uzziah 
had  done  some  years  before.  But,  in  that  case,  the  rejoicing  was 
mistimed ;  they  would  rather  have  rejoiced  at  the  accession  than  at 
the  removal  of  Ahaz. 

There  also  seems  great  impropriety  in  comparing  Hezekiah,  the 
successor  of  Ahaz,  to  a  cockatrice. 

The  prophecy,  moreover,  is  not  against  the  Philistines  only,  but 
against  whole  Palestine.  "  Let  not  any  part  of  thee  rejoice."  This 
must  include  Israel  and  Judah. 

The  reference  to  Ahaz,  I  apprehend,  is  not  as  a  clue  to  the  pro- 
phecy, but  simply  as  a  chronological  mark ;  the  same  prophet  dates 
another  prophecy  in  precisely  a  similar  manner.  "  In  the  year  that 
King  Uzziah  died." 

In  that  case,  why  may  we  not  understand  Shalmaneser  as  the 
smiter,  who  must  have  died  about  this  time;  Sennacherib  as  the  cock- 
2King8,xvm.  13.  atricc,  and  Esarhaddon,  who  completed  the  work   (comp.  Isa.  vii. 
with  Ezr.  iv.  2),  as  the  fiery  flying  serpent  ? 

If  the  latter  part  of  the  chapter  refers  to  Sennacherib,  it  is  probable 
that  the  former  does  also. 


Henderson's 
translation. 


I8a.vi. 


2  Kings,  xvii.  3 ; 
xviU.  9. 
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Assyrians.  The  name  of  the  King  of  Babylon,  Merodach- 
Baladin,  Winer  and  Von  Bohlen  derive  from  the  Persic ;  Henderson  on 

.     .  Isaiah,  xxxix.  I, 

IS  It  not,  then,  possible  that  he  was  a  Mede  ?  The  nation 
at  that  time  was  not  plunged  into  effeminacy,  and,  it 
might  be,  was  indifferent  to  riches. 

It  is  mentioned,  as  one  wonderful  feature  of  this  pro-  Bamea  on  isaiah. 
phecy,  its  having  been  delivered  at  least  170  years  before 
the  event;  but  does  that  suit  with  the  language,  "The  day 
of  the  Lord  is  at  hand?"  I  know  that  such  expressions,  isa. xm. 6, 22. 
when  relating  to  the  ushering  in  of  the  eternal  state,  have 
great  latitude;  but  are  we  at  liberty  to  give  such  a 
largeness  of  interpretation  while  applying  the  prophecy  to 
the  primary  historical  fulfilment?  The  language,  at  any 
rate,  is  suitable  to  an  immediate  fulfilment :  but  I  do  not 
urge  this  view;  my  position  is,  that  the  thirteenth  and 
fourteenth  of  Isaiah  are  not  in  favour  of  the  common 
historical  view  with  regard  to  Cyrus.* 

ISAIAH,  CHAP.  XXI. 

Dr.  Keith  quotes  part  of  the  second  verse  of  Isaiah,  iaaiah,xxi. 
xxi.  "Go  up,  O  Elam !  besiege,  O  Media!"  His 
comment  is,  "  The  kings  of  Persia  and  Media,  prompted 
by  a  common  interest,  freely  entered  into  a  league  against 
Babylon,  and,  with  one  accord,  intrusted  the  command  of 
their  united  armies  to  Cyrus."  But  there  appears  some 
difficulty  in  applying  even  this  half  verse  to  Cyrus.  In 
the  third  year  of  Belshazzar,  Elam  was  a  province  ofDan.viu.2. 
Babylon,  and,  as  three  years  are  all  that  is  commonly 

*  The  Chaldaeans,  meDtioned  in  Isa.  xiii.  19,  I  have  already  ex- 
plained to  have  been  a  colony  of  astronomers,  planted  in  Babylon  by 
the  Assyrian  kings  to  carry  on  their  astronomical  observations,  in 
which  science  they  excelled. 

I  need  hardly  add,  that  I  look  for  a  complete  fulfilment  of  many 
of  the  expressions,  when  "  The  day  of  the  Lord  "  (Isa.  xiii.  9)  really 
approaches.  Comp.  Isa.  xiv.  14,  with  2  Thess.  ii.  4;  Isa.  xiv.  25, 
with  Dan.  xi.  45. 
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irrma,  XIII.  attributed  to  the  reign  of  Belsliazzar,  Elam  was  a  pro- 
vince of  Babylon  up  to  the  time  of  the  overthrow  of  Bel- 
shazzar,  when  Darius  the  Mede  took  the  kingdom.     This 

▼.ao,si.  capture  is  commonly  supposed  to  be  the  same  as  that  by. 
Cyrus ;  Darius  reigning  for  about  one  or  two  years,  and 
then  Cyrus  succeeding  him.  If  now,  by  the  province  of 
Elam,  we  are  to  understand  the  kingdom  of  Persia,  as 
Dr.  Keith,  in  common  with  others,  assumes  (notwith- 
standing that  Persia  is  mentioned  by  its  own  name  in  the 
very  same  chapter  of  Daniel),  then  Persia  was  in  sub- 
jection to  Babylon  until  the  overthrow  of  Belshazzar; 
and  Cyrus  must  have  taken  Babylon  a  year  or  more 
before  he  commenced  to  reign,  which  is  contrary  to 
Herodotus,  Xenophon,  the  Canon  of  Theon,  and  Eu- 
sebius  :  to  Herodotus  by  inference,  and  to  the  others  more 
expressly  ;  Xenophon  giving  Cyrus  but  seven  years  in 
Babylon,  and  the  two  last  nine. 

According  to  them,  therefore,  Cyrus  must  have  reigned 
a  score  of  years  in  Persia  before  he  took  Babylon. 

But  it  may  be  objected  that  the  overthrow  of  Bel- 
shazzar  during   his   drunken    revelry  was  predicted    in 

Kxi.6.  Scripture,  and   that  the  minute  fulfilment  by  Cyrus  is 

recorded  by  Xenophon.     That  it  might  have  been  pre- 
dicted by  Isaiah,   I  do  not  deny ;   but  the  feast  which 

V.  1.  •*  Belshazzar  made  to  a  thousand  of  his  lords"  does  not 

.p.vii.7.  appear  to  correspond  with  the  festival  described  by  Xeno- 
phon, which  was  apparently  periodical,  and  which,  not  a 
portion  of  the  nobles,  but  all  the  Babylonians,  observed  by 
drunkenness  and  revelry  during  the  whole  night. 

benGorion  Joseph  beu  Goriou  says,  the  feast  of  Belshazzar  was 

'on  account  of  a  victory  he  had  obtained  over  the  Medes 
and  Persians.  This  seems  to  suit  with  the  history  of 
Zopyrus,  but  not  with  the  taking  of  Babylon  by  Cyrus, 
for  then  Cyrus  could  not  provoke  the  Babylonians  to  an 
engagement. 
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In  the  second  verse  of  this  prophecy,  also,  there  is  an 
intimation  of  treachery  in  the  Mede  towards  the  Baby- 
lonian, who  had  himself  also  acted  with  treachery,  which 
accords  with  what  the  author  of  the  Scholastical  History 
says  was  the  conduct  of  Darius  towards  Belshazzar.     Itseeaiao 

,  .  ,  ,        Jarchi,  in  GUI. 

also  agrees  with  the  mode  in  which  Zopyrus  got  possession 
of  Babylon.  Calvin  seems  to  give  it  this  turn :  •*  A 
treacherous  one  shall  find  treachery,"  &c. 

Lastly,  if  the  prophecy  referred  to  the  deliverance  of 
the  Jews  by  Cyrus,  it  concludes  in  a  very  obscure  manner. 
**  Oh,  my  threshing  and  the  corn  of  my  floor:  that  which  i8a.xxi.  lo. 
I  have  heard  of  the  Lord  of  Hosts,  the  God  of  Israel,  have 
I  declared  unto  you."  The  language  seems  rather  to 
imply,  that  the  Jews  themselves  would  suffer  in  this 
capture  of  Babylon. 

I  conclude  that  the  prophecy  does  not  support  the 
common  view  of  the  capture  of  Babylon  by  Cyrus,  but 
that  it  may  relate  to  the  seizure  by  Darius  the  Mede  or 
Darius  Hystaspes. 

ISAIAH,  CHAP.  XLIV.  24,  TO  XLV.  13. 

Isaiah,  xliv.  24,  to  xlv,  13,  is  the  passage  which  I  feel  i8a.xUv. 
will  be  urged  with  most  force  against  me ;  I  hold,  in  com- 
mon with  others,  that  the  building  of  Jerusalem  and 
founding  of  the  temple,  predicted  in  Isaiah,  xliv.  28,  was 
brought  to  pass  in  consequence  of  the  decree  of  Coresch 
mentioned  in  Ezra,  i.  1 .  But,  then,  what  interpretation  are 
we  to  put  upon  the  27th  verse:  "  That  saith  to  the  deep,  Be 
dry,  and  I  will  dry  up  thy  rivers?"  Gesenius  supposes  that 
it  is  a  description  of  the  power  of  God  in  general ;  and 
some  others  have  referred  it  to  the  dividing  of  the  waters 
of  the  Red  Sea  when  the  Hebrews  came  out  of  Egypt,  as 
in  chap,  xliii.  16,  17.  Barnes,  however,  adds,  **  The  most  Keith  also, p. 258. 
obvious  interpretation  is  that  of  Lowth,  Vitringa,  &c.  by 
which  it  is  supposed  that  it  refers  to  the  drying  up  of  the 
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CHAFTimxin.   Euphrates,  and  the  streams  about  Babylon,  when  Cyrus 
took  the  city.*' 

Berossus,  however,  as  I  have  already  noticed,  says, 
that  Nebuchodonosor  '*  so  far  completed  Babylon,  that 
none  who  might  besiege  it  afterwards  should  have  it  in 
their  power  to  divert  the  river  so  as  to  facilitate  an  en- 

C017.P.39.  trance  into  it."  If,  then,  the  saying  to  the  deep,  '^  Be 
dry,"  alludes  to  the  stratagem  of  the  Cyrus  of  Herodotus, 
it  must  have  been  before  Nebuchodonosor  reigned.  I 
doubt,  therefore,  whether  the  justness  of  this  interpret- 
ation be  so  obvious.  Clearly  the  Lord  recounts  various 
displays  of  his  own  power,  in  order,  it  would  appear,  to 
support  the  faith  of  Israel :  He  who  created  the  heavens 

laa. xiiT. 24, 25.  and  earth  says,  Jerusalem  shall  be  inhabited;  therefore 
any  contrary  indications  from  supposed  portents  or  signs 
in  the  heavens  should  not  be  heeded.     He  who  divided 

cojnpjiia.1. 2;    the  sca,  and  made  a  way  for  his  ransomed  to  pass  over, 

ver.  27, 28.  says  that  Cyrus  shall  accomplish  another  deliverance  for 
his  people  from  their  Babylonian  captivity. 

It  is  thus  an  allusion  to  a  former  display  of  Divine 
power  in  behalf  of  God's  people,  and  not  a  prediction  of 
the  means  by  which  his  servant  should  work,  and  thus 
Scripture  is  not  brought  into  collision  with  Berossus. 

JEREMIAH,  CHAPS.  L.  AND  LI. 

jer.  1.,  u.  The  prophecy  in  the  fiftieth  and  fifty-first  of  Jeremiah 

is  the  longest,  and  one  of  the  most  important,  and  I 
think  I  shall  shew  that  it  corresponds  with  the  view  of 
history  which  I  propose  better  than  with  the  common 
view. 

Chap.  1.  3,  9,  41,  and  li.  48,   tell  us  the  direction 

Babylon,  wheucc  the  nation  should  come  to  lay  the  land  desolate. 

pi;Sul^'      "  ^"^  ^^  ^^^  north"  cannot  be  Persia,  for  it  was  not  to 

Peiflepoiis,  '       the  Horth  of  the  land  of  the  prophet,  or  of  the  denounced 

lat.  30®  (K  N.  *       1  ' 

RnisseU's  Alias,    couutry.     This,  therefore,  confines  the  prophecy  to  the 
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Medes,  as,  indeed,  the  subsequent  part  of  the  prophecy 
expressly  declares. 

There  was,  nevertheless,  to  be  an  assembly  of  nations, 
ver.  9 ;  yet  all  from  the  north.  But  as  Darius  the  Mede 
had,  after  the  taking  of  Babylon,  120  provinces,  it  is 
probable  that  he  had  nearly  as  many  nations  subject  to 
him  before  that  conquest. 

'*  She  hath  sinned  asrainst  the  Lord."     This,  I  think,  Jer.i.  u;  also 

^  '  '24,28,29,31,32; 

refers  to  the  conduct  of  Belshazzar,  who  proudly  and"-^'- 
impiously   defiled   the   vessels   of  the   temple.      [Thou]  Dan. ▼.23. 
**  hast  lifted  up  thyself  against  the  Lord  of  heaven." 

"  Her  walls  are  thrown  down."    This  cannot  refer  to  Jer.Lis;  u.  44, 

58. 

any  time  before  Darius  Hystaspes,  who  commenced  dis- 
mantling the  walls  of  Babylon. 

"Go  up  against  the  land  of  the  rebels."  (margin.) Jer.  1.21. 
The  Babylonians  rebelled  against  Darius  Hystaspes,  as 
Herodotus  informs  us. 

"  I  have  laid  a  snare  for  thee,"  &c.    This  is  admitted  ver.  24. 
to  be  the  snare  of  Zopyrus.     The  diversion  of  the  river 
by  Cyrus  was  a  stratagem,  but  could  hardly  be  called 
a  snare. 

*'A  drought  is  upon  her  waters,  and  they  shall  bever.38. 
dried  up."  This  clause  is  viewed  by  Keith  (p.  269)  as 
parallel  with  Isa.  xliv.  27,  '*  That  saith  to  the  deep,  be 
dry,  and  I  will  dry  up  thy  rivers."  And  by  him  referred 
to  the  turning  of  the  river  by  Cyrus.  I  think  that  an 
interpretation  more  literal,  and  more  suitable  to  the  con- 
text, may  be  given^  which  marks,  like  ch.  li.  36,  37,  not 
the  mode  of  taking,  but  the  condition  to  which  Babylon 
should  be  reduced.  It  refers,  I  apprehend,  to  the  *'  many  ch. u.  13. 
waters"  used  in  irrigation,  which  have  been  dried  up,  and 
the  desolate  and  barren  condition  of  the  land  mentioned 
in  the  two  following  verses  was  the  consequence. 

''  The  King  of  Babylon  hath  heard  the  report  of  them,  iw.  43. 
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chatimm  xiiL   and  his  hands  WHxed  feeble,"  &c.     This  refers  to  the 
anguish  of  Belshazzar. 

Perhaps  ver.  44  hints  at  the  manner  in  which  the 
snare  of  Zopyrus  was  made  to  succeed,  by  the  retreat  and 
apparent  defeat  of  the  invading  army. 

Chap.  li.  ver.  1 1  and  28,  say,  in  plain  terms,  that  the 
destruction  should  be  by  the  Medes.  The  "  device"  was, 
I  presume,  that  of  Zopyrus,  more  particularly  mentioned 
in  the  following  verse,  ^'  prepare  the  ambushes  ;'*  language 
which  does  not  suit  with  the  surprise  by  Cyrus,  but  does 
with  the  manner  in  which  Darius  got  possession  of  the 
gates, 
jer.  u.  13.  ''  Abundant  in  treasure.'*     More  so  after  the  capture 

by  Cyrus,  because  enriched  by  the  spoil  of  Egypt. 

It  would   seem   strange   that  Persia  should   not  be 
mentioned  in  ver.  27,  had  the  received  view  of  history 
been  correct,  and  had  this  prophecy  been  of  the  taking  of 
Babylon  by  Cyrus. 
^er.3i.  ^'  One   post  shall    run    to    meet   another,    and   one 

messenger  to  meet  another,  to  shew  the  King  of  Babylon 
that  his  city  was  taken  at  one  end."  Dr.  Keith  applies 
this  to  the  army  of  Cyrus  entering  Babylon  at  each  end  of 
the  channel  of  the  river;  and  he  adds,  '*  The  proof  is  not 
here  the  less  striking  because  it  is  inferential,  for  it  may 
well  be  presumed  that  such  messengers  did  run."  But, 
surely,  the  inference  is  rather  against  there  having  been 
such  messengers.  Dr.  Keith  says,  p.  262,  **  On  passing 
without  obstruction  or  hinderance  into  the  city,  the  Per- 
sians slaying  some,  putting  others  to  flight,  and  joining 
with  the  revellers  as  if  slaughter  had  been  merriment, 
hastened  by  the  shortest  way  to  the  palace,  and  reached 
it  ere  yet  a  messenger  had  told  the  king  that  the  city  was 
taken'*  This  seems  correct,  but  contrary  to  the  other 
inference  of  our  author  above  mentioned. 
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For  the  same  reason,  I  think  there  is  an  objection  to  Jer.tt.a8. 
the  comment  on  the  following  verse,  *'  And  that  the 
passages  are  stopped,  and  the  reeds  they  have  burned 
with  fire,  and  the  men  of  war  are  aflFrighted."  Dr.  Keith 
says,  "The  numerous  torches  of  the  invading  host  were  Keith,  p.  261. 
not  borne  in  vain;"  yet,  commenting  upon  the  same 
chapter,  he  says,  *'  While  hosts  of  enemies  thus  stole  into  Ditto,  p.  259. 
Babylon,  like  a  thief  mio  a  house  by  stratagem,  and  at 
night,  no  situation  for  the  moment  could  have  been  more 
critical  and  dangerous  than  theirs ;  for,  if  the  design  had 
been  discovered,  if  the  gates  leading  frona  the  river  to  the 
city  had  been  shut,  they  would  have  been  shut  up  as  in  a 
net,  as  Herodotus  relates,  and  their  destruction  would 
have  been  inevitable.*'  Such  being  the  case,  we  cannot 
suppose  that  the  invading  army  would  have  borne  numer- 
ous torches,  nor  would  they  have  set  tire  to  the  reeds,  till 
after  they  were  safe  out  of  the  bed  of  the  river;  and, 
then,  we  cannot  see  why  they  should  have  remained  to  do 
it,  for  it  would  only  give  a  speedy  notification  of  some- 
thing being  wrong.  As,  moreover,  the  river  had  not  been 
long  turned  from  its  channel,  I  am  not  sure  that  the  reeds 
would  have  burned  very  freely. 

The  language  seems  more  suitable  to  the  capture  of 
Babylon  by  Darius.  When  the  fixed  time  for  the  general  Herod,  m.  168. 
assault  arrived,  the  Persian  troops  were,  according  to  the 
direction  of  Zopyrus,  advanced  against  the  gates  of  Belus 
and  Cissia.  The  Cissian  or  Susa  gate  pointed  to  the 
celebrated  Persian  capital  of  that  name ;  this  gate,  there- 
fore, was  in  the  direction  of  the  east  or  south-east.  It  is  Porter,  Renneii. 
now  generally  supposed  that  the  tower  of  Belus  was  in 
the  western  quarter  of  the  city.  I  should  suppose,  there- 
fore, that  the  gate  of  Belus  must  have  been  to  the  west-  Rosenmuiier, 

,  Porter,  Heeren, 

ward.     If,  however,  this  be  disputed,  it  appears  clear  that  Bib.  cabinet, 
two   streams   of  the  invading  army  were   admitted   by 
treachery  at  difierent  gates,  which  must  have  been  a  con- 
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CHAFTgE  xni.  siderable  distance  apart.  We  may,  therefore,  safely  infer 
that  messengers  from  different  quarters  did  run  to  inform 
the  King  of  Babylon  of  the  capture  of  his  city. 

jer.u.83.  ''And  that  the  passages  are  stopped/'  or  taken.     Of 

course,  the  gates  being  seized,  the  passages  were  taken. 

"  And  the  reeds  they  have  burned."  "  This  word," 
says  Gesenius,  ''  means  stagnant  water,  such  as  water  left 
from  the  overflowing  of  the  Nile."  From  tha^t  he  would 
have  it  to  denote  water  covered  with  reeds ;  $ind  theq, 
lastly,  reeds  themselves.  But  he  adds,  *'  that  R«  Jpna 
says  it  should  be  rendered  ^  forts.*  *'*  *'  The  passages  are 
taken,  and  the  forts  are  burnt  with  fire,  find  the  men  of 
war  are  affrighted,"  seems  n^ore  consistent,  iu>d  is  couutai- 
nanced  by  the  Septuagint,  which  say9  qqtbilig  about 
reeds.f  It  therefore  corresponds  with  tb^  68th  verse, 
**  Her  bright  gates  shall  be  burnt  with  fire." 

Dan.  ▼.  1-4.  Vcrscs  39  and  67  denote  apparently  the  revel  of  Bel* 

shazzar.     Verse  41  may  do  either  for  the  "  surprise"  by 
Cyrus  or  Darius. 

From  this  short  examination,  it  appears  that  the  pro- 
phecy of  Jeremiah,  l.-li.  corresponds  with  the  capture  of 
Babylon  by  Darius  the  Mede  of  Scripture,  and  by  Darius 
Hystaspes,  according  to  Herodotus ;  it  is  therefore 
necessary,  for  a  satisfactory  solution,  that  Darius  the 
Mede  should  be  the  son  of  Hystaspes,  and  this  is  my 
supposition. 

DANIEL,  CHAP.  V.  25-28. 

The  declamtion  of  Daniel  to  Belshazzar  must  now  be 

*  Gataker,  in  the  Assemblies'  Annotations,  says  the  Jewish  inter- 
preter attaches  this  meaning  to  it,  by  deriving  it  from  the  Arabic. 

t  ^^  Thomson's  translation  the  passage  runs  thus:  "That  the 
passages  one  after  another  are  forced — that  the  barriers  are  burned 
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"God  hath  numbered  thy  kingdom  [or  reign]  and !>«».▼. 25-28. 
finished  it.  Thou  art  weighed  in  the  balances  and  art 
found  wanting.  Thy  kingdom  is  divided  and  given  to 
the  Medes  and  Persians."  According  to  the  general  in- 
terpretation, Darius  the  Mede  was  either  Astyages  or 
Cyaxares  who  first  had  the  whole  kingdom,  and  was 
shortly  afterwards  succeeded  by  Cyrus  the  Persian,  who 
also  held  the  whole  kingdom.  But  a  Persian  having  the 
whole  kingdom  in  succession  after  a  Mede  had  held  the 
whole  kingdom  is  not  an  exact  fulfilment  of  the  declara- 
tion^ that  the  kingdom  should  be  divided. 

Before  mentioning  what  I  think  may  have  been  the 
fulfilment  of  this  denunciation,  I  must  observe  that,  fol- 
lowing Herodotus,  historians  have  confounded  under  the 
one  name  of  Persians  those  different  nations  which  Scrip- 
ture more  exactly  discriminates  as  Chaldaeans,  Elamites, 
Persians,  &c.  Bearing  this  in  mind,  if  we  suppose  that 
Darius  the  Mede  was  Darius  Hystaspes,  Zopyrus,  accord- 
ing to  Herodotus,  was  given  Babylon,  whilst  Darius 
himself  kept  possession  of  other  parts  of  the  Chaldaean 
dominions.  Thus  an  adequate  fulfilment  of  the  prophecy 
is  obtained.  If  we  follow  the  Persian  historians  we  learn 
that  Bahman  gave  Kuresh  the  Persian  the  province  of 
Babylon.  So  that,  according  to  either  of  these  histories, 
the  kingdom  of  Babylon  was  divided  and  given  to  the 
Medes  and  Persians. 

I  here  close  the  inquiry  which  was  necessary  to  fix 
the  second  year  of  Darius  Nothus  as  the  Terminus  a  quo 
of  the  seventy  weeks.  The  next  subject  will  be  the 
chronology  of  the  Gospels  as  regards  the  Terminus  ad 
quern  of  the  seven  and  sixty-two  weeks  of  Daniel, 
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*<  This  first  taxing 
took  place,  Cyre- 
nins  being  6o- 
remor  of  Syria." 


Any  one  reading  Luke  ii.  1,  2,  and  iii.  1,  2,  would  sup- 
pose that  the  Evangelist  intended  to  fix  and  determine  when 
the  events  which  he  records  transpired.  Yet  it  is  evident, 
if  the  learned  are  correct,  that  St.  Luke  has  signally  failed 
in  his  object,  for  chronologists  universally  appear  to 
admit  the  uncertainty  of  the  date  of  our  Lord's  birth ; 
and  that,  because  they  unite  in  supposing  it  impossible  to 
receive  the  plain  letter  of  Scripture. 

There  is,  however,  some  difference  as  to  the  manner 
in  which  St.  Luke's  testimony  is  to  be  (shall  I  say?) 
evaded.  "  This  taxing  was  made  before  Cyrenius  was 
governor  of  Syria,"  or  **  This  was  the  first  assessment 
of  Cyrenius  [afterwards]  Governor  of  Syria,"  or  "  The 
taxing  itself  was  first  made  when  Cyrenius  was  President 
of  Syria :"  making  a  distinction  between  the  enrolment 
(ver.  1)  and  the  taxing  (ver.  2). 

'*  Grammatical  distortions  and  forced  interpretations," 
says  Mr.  Benson,  '*  have  been  multiplied  without  number, 
and,  I  am  sorry  to  say,  without  advantage ;  for  the  trans- 
lation of  our  English  Bibles,  or,  at  least,  one  very  similar 
to  it,  is  the  only  one  which  the  words  in  their  present 
form  seem  capable  of  bearing;  and  all  the  proposed 
improvements  are  liable  to  some  insuperable  objection." 

The  next  date  of  St.   Luke  is  also  objected  to,  and, 
like  the  former,  it  is  too  late  to  suit  chronologists.     Had 
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one  date  been  too  early  and  the  other  too  late,  the 
difficulty  would  then  have  been  to  reconcile  inconsist- 
encies ;  but  now  the  difficulty,  with  regard  to  the  second 
chronological  naark,  is  wholly  in  consequence  of  the  first 
having  been  set  aside ;  for,  having  removed  the  Lord's 
birth  sonae  years  earlier,  you  are  next  obliged  to  anti- 
cipate the  commencement  of  John's  ministry,  in  order 
that  it  should  be  before  the  Lord  himself  was  in  his 
thirtieth  year. 

This  state  of  the  case  forces  us  to  inquire  why  St.  Joaephu«. 
Luke's  dates  are  rejected  or  evaded.  Is  the  necessity 
imperative?  The  simple  reason  is,  that  it  is  impossible 
to  reconcile  St.  Luke  with  Josephus.  The  taxing  by 
Cy renins  was,  according  to  the  Jewish  historian,  at  the 
close  of  the  reign  of  the  son  and  successor  of  the  Herod 
in  whose  reign  the  Lord  was  born. 

This  is  the  manifest  cause,  and  is  a  difficulty ;  but  I 
believe  it  is  made  more  formidable  from  another  reason 
not  so  evident,  which  is  the  general  desire  of  Christians 
to  stretch  the  seventy  weeks  of  Daniel  to  the  time  of  our 
Lord's  crucifixion  ;  and  this  secret  influence  has  caused 
the  statement  of  Josephus  to  be  more  leniently  handled. 

For,  with  regard  to  the  times  of  Herod,  there  are  his  dates inoon- 
dates  in  Josephus  absolutely  inconsistent  with  each  other. 
Josephus  tells  us  that  Antipater  committed  the  govern- 
ment of  Galilee  to  Herod,  *'  who  was  then  a  very  young 
man,  for  he  was  but  fifteen  years  of  age."     Again,  he  Ant. b.  xiv.  c.  9, 
says,  that  shortly  after  "  he  was  a  child,  and  going  to 
school,"  "  he  was  so  fortunate  as  to  be  advanced  to  the 
dignity  of  king."     Josephus  describes  him  as  *' a  youth  Ant.b.  xv.cio, 
of  great  mind,"  and  mentions  with  admiration  his  having 
signalized  his  courage  by  seizing  and  killing  a  captain  of 
a  band  of  robbers,  shortly  after  he  had  the  government. 
Here  we   are  on  safe  ground  ;   there  is  no  plea  for  a 
various  reading,  which   is  equally  against  the  external 
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cnAPTBE  XIV.  authority   of  manuscripts   and   the  internal  evidence  of 
the  context.* 

The  relative  date  in  chronology  respecting  the  time  of 

Herod's  receiving  the  kingdom  is  equally  distinct.     "And 

thus  did  this  man  receive  the  kingdom,  having  obtained 

it  on  the  184th  Olympiad,  when  Caius  Domitius  Calvinus 

whteum'sJo-      was  cousul  the  second  time,  and  Caius  Asinius  Pollio" 

sephns.  Ant. 

b.  xiT.  c.  14, 5  5.    [the  first  time]. 

The  age  of  Herod  at  the  time  of  his  death  is  ascer- 

Ant.xTii.  8, 1.  tained  with  equal  certainty.  "  He  continued  his  life  to  a 
very  old  age ;"  so  old  that  Antipater,  his  son,  complained 
*'  how  very  long  his  father  lived ;   and  that  he  himself 

Ant.rvu.  4, 1.  was  almost  an  old  man."  In  another  place  we  are  told 
more  precisely  that  his  family  *'  disorders  fell  upon  him 
in  his  old  age"  ...•**  for  he  was  already  almost  seventy 

War.  b.  I.  c.  33,    y cars  of  age. " 

These  data  will  enable  us  to  fix  the  time  of  Herod's 
death.  According  to  Clinton  and  UArt  de  Verifier  les 
DateSy  Calvinus  and  Pollio  were  consuls^  u.c.  714, 
B.C.  40.      Herod's   government  of  Galilee   commenced 

Ant.  xiT.  ix.  2.     about  seven  years  before ;  for  it  was  the  year  next  after 

Ant.xiv.vUi.1,3.  the  battle  of  Pharsalia,  when  Julius  CsBSar  visited  Syria 

p.'Sr"*^*'***'  (which  was  u.c.  707).  Admitting,  then,  that  Herod  was 
fifteen  years  of  age  complete,  and  in  his  sixteenth  year, 
when  he  had  the  government  of  Galilee^  and  only  sixty- 
nine  years  of  age,  and  in  his  seventieth  year,  when  he 
died,  Herod  must  have  been  born  b.c.  62,  and  have  died 

A.D.  S.f 

These  dates,  which  we  get  by  inference  from  Josephus, 


*  "The  number  15  is  recognised  by  Photius." — Gbesweix,  vol. i. 
p.  262. 

t  The  time  of  Herod's  death  has  been  placed  by  Usher,  j.p.  4710; 
by  Scaliger,  j.p.  4713  ;  by  Lydiat  and  Baronius,  4719 ;  varying 
between  b.c.  4  and  a.d.  6.  If  I  mistake  not,  Ideler  dates  the  birth  of 
our  Lord  as  far  back  as  b.c.  6. 
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agree  very  well  with  the  plain  letter  of  St.  Luke.  The  Ant.  xtiu.  j,  i. 
taxing  by  Cyrenius  was  concluded  in  the  thirty^seventh 
yeai*  after  CseBar's  victory  over  Antony  at  Actium, 
t.c*  759,  A.D.  6.  The  Lord,  therefore,  must  have  been 
born  two  years  before  the  death  of  Herod.  John  began 
to  preach  in  the  fifteenth  of  Tiberius,  a.d.  29  or  30; 
Messiah  b^gan  when  in  his  thirtieth  year,  a.d.  34.  All 
these  dates  are  possible ;  nothing  makes  them  irrecon- 
cilable with  each  other.  I  am  not  now  speaking  of  their 
probability,  or  whether  they  are  consistent  with  other 
dates,  but  only  of  their  congruity  with  each  other. 

But  Josephus  tells  us  that  Herod  reigned  thirty-seven 
years  from  the  time  that  he  had  been  declared  king  by  ^^^^®ji- 
th6  Romans^  and  thirty-fotir  years  from  the  death  of 
AntigonuSi  According  to  this  date,  Herod  must  have 
died  three  or  four  years  before  the  vulgar  era.  Josephus 
also  says  that  Archelaus  reigfied  for  nine  or  ten  years 
after  Herod,  and  before  Cyrenius  came  to  tax  Judea. 
These  dates  are  clearly  quite  inconsistent  with  the  other 
dates  of  Josephus>  as  well  as  those  mentioned  by  St. 
Luke. 

As,  therefore,  Josephns  is  inconsistent  with  himself, 
the  fairest  way  will  be  first  to  decide,  from  the  texture  of 
his  own  history,  as  to  which  of  his  dates  is  moat  likely  to 
be  Wrong,  and  whether  the  error  was  intentional  or  un- 
designedi  And  then  we  shall  examine  whether  that 
which  is  most  probable  in  itself  is  also  in  accordance 
with  St.  Luke. 

There  can  be  no  hesitation  in  admitting  that,  from 
the  history  of  Josephus,  as  we  now  possess  it,  we  are 
intended  to  receive  the  death  of  Herod  three  years  before 
the  vulgar  era,  as  the  correct  date ;  that  such  is  the  case 
is  evident  from  the  fact  that  every  one  does  so  understand 
the  history. 

In  saying  that  we  are  intended  to  receive  this  date,  I 
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jjBArrem  xi/.  imply  that,  if  the  other  dates  have  authority,  and  if  these 
have  been  altered,  it  has  been  from  design.  This  being 
my  belief,  I  will  examine  the  history  upon  the  supposition 
of  its  correctness,  and  subsequently  shew  what  I  think 
was  the  animus  of  the  writer. 

If  the  death  of  Herod  was  at  a  later  date  than  Jose- 
phus  allows,  either  the  whole  chronology  must  have  been 
shortened  by  him,  or  else  what  was  taken  from  Herod's 
reign  must  have  been  added  to  that  of  his  successor; 
whichever  expedient  he  might  adopt,  the  effect  in  the 
history  would  be  nearly  the  same,  though  the  causes 
would  be  opposite.  If  the  reign  of  Archelaus  was  really 
only  ten  months,  and  Josephus  made  it  as  many  years, 
there  would  be  few  incidents  for  the  historian  to  record. 
But  if  the  reign  was  really  ten  years,  though  there  would 
be  incidents,  the  historian  would  fear  to  record  them; 
for  all  the  events  connected  with  Roman  history  would 
be  antedated ;  the  relative  bearing  of  the  Roman  chro- 
nology would  be  disturbed ;  and  thus  the  means  of  de- 
tecting the  error  would  be  supplied.  In  either  case,  then, 
we  may  look  for  a  paucity  of  events  in  the  history  of  the 
reign  of  Archelaus,  while,  in  the  reign  of  Herod,  we  may 
look  for  a  great  crowding  of  events. 

If,  in  addition  to  this,  I  shew  a  point  in  the  reign  of 
Herod,  when  the  taxing  by  Cyrenius  was  probable,  I 
think  I  shall  shew  cause  for  believing  St.  Luke  and 
Josephus  in  opposition  to  Josephus  alone ;  or,  to  state  it 
otherwise,  for  receiving  those  dates  of  Josephus  in  agree- 
ment rather  than  those  at  variance  with  the  Evangelist. 

THE  DATES  IN  JOSEPHUS  WITH  RELATION  TO  OTHER  BRAS. 

Josephus  gives  the  cross  dates  of  the  Olympiads,  the 
Roman  consuls,  and  the  Jewish  sabbaths,  at  the  time  of 
the  taking  of  Jerusalem,  which  it  will  be  very  useful  for 
us  in  the  first  place  to  examine. 
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Herod  received  the  kingdom,  Olymp.  184,  when  C.  Ant.  xiv.  xw.  6. 
Domitius  Calvinus  and  C.  Asinius  PoUio  were  consuls. 
The  received  date  of  this  consulate  is  b.c.  40,  the  first 
half  of  which  year  alone  agrees  with  any  part  of  the 
184th  Olympiad;  for  midsummer,  b.c.  40,  was  the  185th 
Olympic  solemnity. 

Jerusalem  was  assailed  the  third  year  after,  and  taken  war,  i.  xtu.  8. 
after  a  five  months*  siege,  in  the  third  month  in  the  185th 
Olympiad.    Marcus  Agrippa  and  Caninius  Gallus,  consuls.  Ant.  xiy.  xw.  4. 

These  consuls  were  in  office,  b.c.  37 ;  but  we  must 
stop  to  inquire  whether  Jerusalem  was  taken  in  the  latter 
half  of  the  third  year  or  in  the  former  half  of  the  fourth 
year  of  the  185th  Olympiad  :  for,  though  Josephus  says  it 
was  in  the  third  month,  there  are,  notwithstanding,  great 
names,  such  as  Greswell  and  Brown,  who  say  it  was  the 
seventh  month,  or  even  the  ninth  month,  which  is  Mr. 
Clinton's  date.  The  doubt,  surely,  is  not  because  of  any 
indistinctness  in  Josephus  :  he  seems  quite  explicit.  The 
siege  began  as  soon  as  the  severity  of  the  winter  was 
over,  and  during  a  Sabbatical  year,  which  sabbath  still 
continued  even  after  the  city  was  taken.  The  siege, 
therefore,  must  have  ended  before  the  seventh  month,  Ant.xv.i.a. 
when  the  Sabbatical  year  would  have  been  over.  Again, 
as  Herod  received  the  kingdom  before  midsummer, 
B.C.  40,  and  in  the  third  year  from  that  time  the  siege  was 
commenced,  it  is  clear  the  city  was  besieged  before  mid- 
summer, B.C.  37.  I  may,  indeed,  say  the  siege  was  com- 
menced as  early  as  spring,  B.C.  37,  because  Josephus  would 
compute  the  years  from  the  first  months  of  the  Jewish  year. 

This  is  confirmed  from  the  next  important  date.  In 
the  spring  of  the  seventh  year  of  Herod  the  war  was  at 
its  height,  which  received  its  decisive  blow  at  Actium. 
Herod's  reign,  therefore,  reckoned  from  spring,  b.c.  37, 
and  then  the  spring  of  b.c.  31  would  be  the  commence- 
ment of  the  seventh  year  of  Herod. 
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cwArm  XIV.  The  argument  in  support  of  the  supposition  that  Je- 
rusalem was  taken  in  the  seventh  month  is,  that  Josephus 
says  it  was  on  the  fast  day.  Doubtless,  tlie  fast  day  of 
the  year  was  the  day  of  Atonement ;  but,  as  Josephai 

Th«9adof  siyan,  savs  it  was  the  third  month ,  and  as  there  was  one.  and 

beeanse  the  re-  *' 

hkldB^bTjl^t^  but  one  fast  day  appointed  for  the  third  month,  the  fast 
5jSS?fti5?°*'  day  of  the  third  month  was,  as  properly,  the  fast  day  of 
v^yuSS!^   that  month,  as  the  fast  day  indefinitely  would  be  the 
fast  of  the  seventh  month. 

The  argument  for  the  ninth  month,  I  suppose,  is 
because  that  month  was  the  third  in  the  civil  year. 

I  have  now  compared  the  dates  in  Josephus  with  the 
Olympiads  and  the  Consular  years.  I  must  now  try  the 
Sabbaths.  I  observed,  in  the  chapter  on  the  Olympiads 
and  Sabbatical  years,  that  the  fourteenth  year  after  the 
city  was  smitten  was  a  jubilee.  The  sixty^fourth  year, 
therefore,  would  be  another  jubilee  year ;  therefore,  the 
seventieth  year  of  the  desolations  Would  be  the  sixth  year 
after  the  jubilee.  And  as  the  desolations  terminated 
about  midsummer,  b.c.  423,  the  autumn  of  b*c.  423  was 
the  commencement  of  a  Sabbatical  year;  we  have  also 
seen  that  the  autumn,  b.c.  38,  was  the  commencement  of 
a  Sabbath.  If,  now,  we  take  b.c.  38  from  b.c.  423,  it 
gives  a  space  of  385  years  between  two  supposed  Sab- 
batical years,  and  which,  divided  by  seven,  leaves  no 
remainder.'"'  Josephus,  therefore,  in  saying  the  city  was 
taken  about  the  beginning  of  June,  b.c.  37,  agrees  with 
the  Olympic  and  Consular  years,  which  he  mentions,  as 
also  with  the  Sabbatical  years,  which  I  conceive  are  to  be 
derived  from  Scripture. 

*  The  150th  year  of  the  era  Seleucidse,  which  Corresponds  with 
B.C.  163,  was  a  Sabbath  (]  Mac.  vi.).  But  as  the  author  of  the  first 
Book  of  Maccabees  commences  the  years  of  that  era  from  spring 
(Stbauchius,  ch.  xxxii.),  the  Sabbath  commenced  in  the  September 
preceding,  b.c.  164. 
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Having  now  determined  the  date  of  Josephus  respect- 
ing the  taking  of  Jerusalem,  with  the  dates  in  the  other 
systems  of  chronology,  I  will  proceed  to  examine  the  dates 
of  his  history  respecting  the  reign  of  Herod. 

EXAMINATION   OF  JOSEPHUS,  FROM  THE  DEATH  OF  THE 
SONS  OF  BABAS  TO  THE  BUILDING  OF  THE  TEMPLE. 

I  will  commence  with  tracing  the  history  down  to  the  The  bonding  of 

^  •'  ^    the  temple. 

supposed  date  of  the  building  of  the  temple.  Josephus  is 
not  very  regular  in  his  arrangement,  which  makes  it 
difficult  to  fix  the  dates  of  the  events  which  he  records ; 
but  in  Ant.  xv.  7,  10,  we  get  a  determinate  point  from 
which  we  may  commence.  The  sons  of  Babas  were  kept  Ant.xv.7,  lo. 
alive  for  an  interval  of  twelve  years  after  the  taking  of 
Jerusalem ;  they,  therefore,  were  not  put  to  death  before 
the  thirteenth  of  Herod. 

The  following  chapter  seems  to  relate  events  by  an- 
ticipation, illustrating  the  assertion  that,  when  Herod  had 
no  fear  from  any  of  the  kindred  of  Hyrcanus,  he  revolted 
from  the  laws  of  his  country,  built  a  theatre  and  amphi- 
theatre, and  appointed  games.  The  Jews  were  offended  in 
consequence,  and  conspired  against  him  ;  then  he  fortified 
his  palace,  rebuilt  Antonia,  and  built  Sebaste  and  Cesarea. 

It  is  impossible  that  all  this  could  have  been  done  in 
one  and  the  same  year  in  which  the  sons  of  Babas -were 
killed.  Moreover,  we  learn  from  the  history  of  the  war, 
that  Herod  commenced  building  Antonia  in  the  fifteenth  war,  1.21.1. 
year  of  his  reign.  So,  as  the  following  chapter  in  the  Ant.  xt.  9,  f . 
Antiquities  commences  with  "  This  very  year,  which  wasi 
the  thirteenth  of  Herod,"  what  is  related  in  the  eighth 
chapter  is  by  anticipation ;  and  the  date  in  the  ninth  chapter 
has  immediate  reference  to  the  date  of  the  death  of  the  sons 
of  Babas,  in  the  seventh  chapter,  shewing  how  immediately 
the  calamities  came  upon  the  country,  in  consequence  of 
Herod's  killing  the  last  of  the  kindred  of  Hyrcanus. 
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cuArm  XIV.         The  famine,  therefore,  cominenced  on  the  thirteenth 

°  '^'  '  *      of  Herod,  and  continued  the  next  year;  so  in  the  autumn 

of  the  fourteenth  of  Herod,  having  expended  what  money 

he  had,  he  cut  the  silver  and  gold  from  his  palace  and 

Ant.rT.9,s.  gcnt  to  Pctrouius  to  buy  corn.  The  country  was  relieved 
from  their  distress  by  the  harvest  in  the  fifteenth  of  Herod 

u.0.733.  restoring  plenty.     Greswell  supposes   this  to  have  been 

ToLi.p.8M.  two  years  later.  I  have  taken  the  earliest  date,  not  only 
because  most  favourable  for  the  historian^  but  also  because 

8«e  Appendix  III.  I  think  it  cousonant  with  the  true  history.  We  must  bear 
in  mind,  that  in  the  fifteenth  of  Herod  his  money  was 
completely  expended,  he  was  deprived  of  tribute,  his  land 
afflicted  most  severely,  and  he  himself  so  impoverished 
that  he  had  cut  off  the  gold  and  silver  ornaments  from 
his  palace  to  send  to  Petronius. 

When  Herod's  aflFairs  were  again  in  a  flourishing  con- 
Ant.  xv.  9, 3.       dition,  he  built  himself  a  palace  in  the  upper  city.     He 

War,  1.21.1.  furnished  it  in  the  most  costly  manner^  the  holy  house 
itself  could  not  be  compared  to  it.  Now,  it  does  not 
appear  possible  that  Herod  could  have  begun  to  build  this 
palace  before  his  seventeenth  year,  if,  indeed,  he  could  so 
early ;  for  at  that  time  he  only  received  two-thirds  of  his 

Ant.  XT.  10, 4.     taxes. 

Ant.  XT.  9. 4.  After  this  he  marries,  and  after  his  marriage  he  builds 

Ant.  XT.  9, 6.       Herodiura  and  Cesarea. 

Ant. XT.  10, 1.  The  completion  of  Sebaste  is  mentioned  in  the  follow- 

ing chapter.     We  then  have  the  whole  history  of  Zeno- 

Ant.xT.  10, 3.  dorus  and  the  building  of  a  most  beautiful  temple  to 
Caesar  in  the  country  of  Zenodorus,  which  was  commenced 
after  Caesar  left  the  country,  and  he  came  to  the  country 
in  the  eighteenth  of  Herod,  or  after  Herod  had  reigned 
seventeen  years,  and  ten  years  after  Caesar  had  been  in 

War,  i.  20. 4.       the  country  before. 

In  the  commencement  of  the  following  chapter  we  are 

Ant.  XT.  11,1.     told,  that  *'  after  the  acts  already  mentioned,"  but  yet  in 
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the   eighteenth   of  Herod,   he   undertook   to   build   the 

temple.     It  was  a  very  great  work— the  most  glorious  of 

all  his  actions.     So  vast  was  the  undertaking  that  the 

people  dreaded  it.     Herod  speaks,  moreover,  of  the  cities  Ant.  xy.  11.2. 

acquired  and  built  by  him  already,  both  in  and  out  of 

Judea. 

Now,  what  are  the  acts  already  mentioned  ?  And 
what  were  the  cities  already  built  by  Herod  ?  Was  not 
Herodium  one?  which  could  scarcely  have  been  com- 
menced before  the  eighteenth  of  Herod.  Was  notCesarea 
Sebaste  another?  which  Josephus  says  was  commenced 
about  the  eighteenth  or  nineteenth  of  Herod ;  for  it  was 
completed  in  the  tenth  year  from  its  commencement,  and 
that  completion  was  in  the  twenty-eighth  of  Herod.  And  Ant.xvi.5,  i. 
was  not  the  temple  dedicated  to  CsDsar  one  of  the  fore- 
mentioned  acts?  which  could  not  have  been  commenced 
before  the  close  of  the  eighteenth  of  Herod.  How,  then, 
could  the  temple  have  been  commenced  in  the  eighteenth 
of  Herod  ? 

Again,  when  we  consider  the  utter  state  of  destitution 
to  which  Herod  had  been  brought  in  his  fifteenth  year, 
that  in  his  seventeenth  or  eighteenth  year  he  was  receiving 
only  two-thirds  of  the  taxes,  ostensibly  at  least,  because 
the  people  were  still  suffering  under  the  effects  of  the 
famine  ;  when  we  consider  the  expensive  works  Herod 
accomplished  before  commencing  the  temple ;  and  lastly, 
when  we  bear  in  mind  that  he  laid  out  larger  suras  of  Ant.  xv.  11,3. 
money  upon  the  temple  than  had  been  done  before,  so  that 
no  one  else  had  so  greatly  adorned  the  holy  house ;  is  it 
possible  to  conceive  that  he  had  funds  to  commence  this 
work  in  his  eighteenth  year,  and  to  complete  the  temple 
in  a  year  and  a  half  from  that  time,  and  the  cloisters  in 
six  years  and  a  half  more?  Palaces,  cities,  and  temples  Ant. xv.  11.5,6. 
could  only  have  arisen  with  this  rapidity  by  the  magic 
touch  of  Aladdin's  lamp. 
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ceArm  XIV.         No  ;  **  after  these  acts"  must  be  understood  to  date 
'  '     from  the  completion  of  Cesarea^  the  solemnity  of  dedicat- 

Ant  xtl  6, 1.  ing  which  was  in  the  twenty-eighth  of  Herod  ;  and  that, 
I  conceive^  instead  of  the  eighteenth  of  Herod»  must  have 
been  the  original  date  of  Josephus.  At  which  time,  I  dare 
say,  Herod  did  repair  the  temple. 

I  have  not,  in  the  preceding  argument,  noticed  the 
fifteenth  of  Herod,  which  is  the  date  given  in  the  History  of 
the  War ;  because,  if  the  argument  against  the  eighteenth 
was  sounds  against  the  fifteenth  it  would  be  so  much 
stronger;  for,  according  to  that  date,  Herod  would  be  laying 
out  larger  sums  of  money  upon  the  temple  than  had  been 
done  by  any  before  him,  precisely  at  the  very  time  that 
his  coffers  were  completely  exhausted,  and  that  he  was 
cutting  off  the  gold  from  his  palace  to  buy  corn. 

It  is  generally  supposed,  that  the  work  on  the  Anti- 
quities is  more  correctly  written  than  the  War.  I  would 
grant  that  it  is  more  guardedly  written,  but  of  the  two  I 
should  think  the  War  the  more  authentic.  I  do  not 
suppose  that  the  history  of  the  War,  in  this  instance,  de- 
scribes the  same  event  as  the  Antiquities.  I  suppose  that 
the  tower  of  Antonia  was  repaii*ed  quite  early,  but  that 
the  pinnacle  of  the  temple  and  the  cloisters  were  built  at 

pi^wS^raaT    ^'^®  \9LteT  date,  though  the  events  are  thrown  together, 

^f3.6.      ^'     as  is  not  uncommon  with  Josephus. 

THE  LATTER  PART  OF  HER0D*S  REIGN  EXAMINED. 

Erente  crowded  I  will  in  the  ucxt  placc  give  stronff  grounds  for  sup- 

in  the  utter  part  ,  r  O  O  O  r 

of  Herod's  reign,  posing  that  the  cvcnts  in  the  latter  part  of  Herod's  reign 
are  hurried  into  too  short  a  space  of  time. 

After  Herod  had  re-edified  Sebaste,  he  sent  his  sons 

Ant.  XV.  10, 1.  Alexander  and  Aristobulus  to  Rome,  to  enjoy  the  com- 
pany of  Caesar.  They  lived  in  Rome  long  enough  to 
complete  themselves  in  the  sciences,  and  they  returned 

Ant.  XT.  1,2.      from  Rome  with  their  father,  being  then  young  men. 
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They  soon  became  the  objects  of  envy  to  Salome  and 
others,  who  commenced  a  system  of  calumny  which  was 
to  come  round  to  Herod  in  an  indirect  manner.  This 
calumnious  conduct  seems  to  have  been  pursued  some 
time  before  Herod  married  his  sons,  and  in  the  War  they 
are  described  as  grown  to  man's  estate  before  their  mar-  war,  i.  23. 1. 
riage.  We  may  date  this  event,  perhaps,  as  early  as 
u.c.  738,  B.C.  16,  and  the  twenty-second  year  of  Herod's 
reign.  When,  suppo9ing  the  second  son  to  have  been 
born  as  early  as  he  could,  he  would  now  be  about  twenty 
years  of  age. 

Herod  sails  to  Agrippa,  who  himself  visits  Jerusalem.  Ant.xvi.2, 1. 
This,  according  to  Greswell,  was  u.c.  739,  3,c.  16,  at  the  oresweu. 
feast  of  tabernacles.  ▼  •  .  p- 

The  following  spring  Herod  goes  again  to  Agrippa ;  Ant.  xvi.  2, 2. 
and,  though  detained  many  days  on  the  voyage,  be  was 
in  tjme  to  manage  the  war  for  Agrippa. 

During  Herod's  absence  abroad,  the  disorders  in  his  Ant.  rvi.  3, 2. 
family  greatly  increased ;  and,  apparently  some  little  time 
after  his  return,  when  Herod's  head  had  been  filled  long 
enough  with  these  calumnies  against  his  sons,  Antipater  war,i.  23, 1. 
was  brought  to  court,  and,  when  M.  Agrippa  returned  to 
Rome  after  his  ten  years'  government,  Antipater  went  Ant.  xvi.  3, 3. 
with  him.     This,  according:  to  Greswell,  was  u.c.  741,  cresweii, 

'  ®  '  vol.  i.  p.  494. 

B  c.  13;*  it  could  not  have  been  earlier.     But  I  hope  I 

'*'  I  am  iuclined  to  differ  a  little  with  Mr.  Clinton  in  the  dates  of 
some  events  in  the  reign  of  Augustus.  Velleius  Paterculus  wrote 
when  sixteen  years  of  the  reign  of  Tiberius  had  transpired  (ii.  126), 
shortly  before  the  fall  of  Sejanus  (ii.  127),  and  was  himself  engaged 
in  the  transactions  of  that  time ;  his  authority,  then,  must  be  worthy  of 
attention. 

The  thirteenth  Consulate  of  Augustus  was  thirty  years  from  when 
Velleius  wrote  (ii.  100).  He  did  not  write  before  the  Consulate  of 
Vinutius  (i.  12),  which  was  a.d.  30. — Cunton,  Int.  vol.  iii.  p.  x.  note. 
We  will  then  put  the  thirteenth  Consulate  of  Augustus,  b.c.  1.  This 
may  be  confirmed ;  Sempronius  Gracchus,  who  was  banished  at  the 
same  time  as  Julia  (Ysl.  Fat.  ii.  100),  was  fourteen  years  in  exile,  and 
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chaptmi  XIV.   have  shewn  that  it  was  as  late  as  b.c.  1 1  ;  and  still  the 
ceding  page.        time  appears  sufficiently  short  for  all  these  events. 


killed  the  first  of  Tiberius  (Tacitus,  i.  53).  Julia,  therefore,  was  not 
banished,  nor  was  the  thirteenth  Consulate  of  Augustus  before  b.c.  1. 
There  was  an  interval  of  two  years  between  the  twelfth  and  thirteenth 
Consulates  (Suet,  xxvi.) ;  the  twelfth,  therefore,  was  b.c.  4.  There 
was  an  interval  of  not  less  than  seventeen  years  between  his  eleventh 
and  twelfth,  which  would  make  his  eleventh,  b.c.  22.  Augustus  was 
ill  during  his  eleventh  Consulate,  at  which  time  the  jealousy  of  Mar- 
cellus  against  Agrippa  was  awakened,  and  Agrippa  went  to  Syria. 
Josephus  gives  ten  years  from  this  date  to  the  return  of  Agrippa  from 
the  East.  The  theatre  of  Marcellus  was  dedicated  before  the  return 
of  Agrippa  (Dio),  and  that  took  place  b.c.  11.— Punt  in  Cunton. 
The  eleventh  Consulate  was  not,  therefore,  before  b.c.  22. 

Marcellus  died  fifty  years  from  when  Velleius  wrote  (ii.  93),  that 
would  be  B.C.  20 ;  but  as  it  was  about  the  time  of  the  conspiracy  of 
Murena  and  Csepio,  perhaps  we  should  date  this  event  as  early 
as  B.C.  21. 

Agrippa  is  sent  for  from  the  East  to  marry  JuUa  upon  the  occa- 
sion of  a  disturbance  in  Rome  upon  electing  Consuls  (Xjsphklin).  This 
is  mentioned  after  the  victory  of  Petronius  in  Egypt.  The  operations 
of  Petronius  in  Egypt  were  between  u.c.  732  and  734,  b.c  24-22. — 
Stbabo,  b.  xvii.  see  the  Note  to  the  French  edition,  p.  435.  But  as 
Marcellus  died  as  late  as  b.c.  21,  it  must  have  been  after  that  date 
that  Agrippa  was  sent  for  to  marry  Julia.  Agrippa,  indeed,  did  not 
go  to  the  East  until  b.c.  21. 

The  disturbance  mentioned  by  Dio  was  apparently  that  of  Egna- 
tius,  in  the  Consulate  of  Satuminus  (Vel.  Pat.  ii.  92).  The  Con- 
sulate of  Saturninus  was  b.c.  19,  the  second  or  thu*d  year  from  the 
death  of  Marcellus. — Yel.  Pat.  ii.  93. 

The  marriage  of  Agrippa  was,  therefore,  the  commencement  of 
B.C.  18,  and  the  birth  of  Caius  the  end  of  b.c.  18,  and  he  put  on  the 
manly  robe  when  14  complete,  b.c.  4. 

Lucius  put  on  the  manly  robe  b.c.  1 ;  he,  therefore,  was  bom 
about  three  years  after  Caius,  we  may  say  about  autumn  b.c.  15,  and 
Agrippa  would  return  to  the  East  probably  the  spring  of  b.c.  14 ;  this 
is  one  year  later  than  Mr.  GreswelFs  supposition.  He  makes  Agrippa 
visit  Jerusalem  the  feast  of  tabernacles,  b.c.  15. 

After  Caius  put  on  the  manly  robe,  b.c.  4,  and  before  Lucius  put 
on  the  manly  robe,  b.c.  1,  Tiberius,  being  raised  to  the  tribunician 
power  (Vel.  Pat.  ii.  99),  decided  to  go  to  Rhodes. 

The  Capitoline  marbles  compute  the  tribunician  years  of  Tiberius 
from  the  twenty -second  tribunician  year  of  Augustus,  which  Mr. 
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Antipater,  when  at  Rome^  continually  sent  to  Herod,  A^t.  kvi.  4, 1. 
and  so  worked  upon  him,  that  Herod  takes  his  sons  to 
Rome  to  accuse  them  to  Ccesar.   Herod,  however,  returned 
reconciled* 

About  this  time  Cwsarea  Sebaste  was  finished.    The  Ant.  zri.  5, 1. 
solemnity  fell  into  the  twenty-eighth  of  Herod's  reign, 
Olymp.  cxcii.  2,  which  must  have  been  the  former  half  of 
u.c.  744,  B.C.  10.     After  this  he  built  several  cities.  Ant.±vi.  6,f. 

From  the  History  of  the  War  we  learn  that  some  time  war.  i.  24. 4. 
after  this  Herod  went  to  Rome;  and,  though  it  says  he 
went  by  sea,  I  am  inclined  to  believe  that  this  was  when 
he  attended  the  Olympic  games.  He  went  by  sea  to  the  Ant.  xvi.  5, 3. 
Isthmus,  and  not  round  by  land.  If  we  do  not  admit  this 
to  be  the  same  journey  as  when  he  attended  the  games, 
he  must  have  had  two  journeys.  In  either  case  the 
Olympiad  could  not  have  been  earlier  than  the  193d, 
though  it  might  have  been  later.  I  will,  therefore,  date 
the  journey  u.c.  746,  b.c.  8. 

Herod,  having  spent  such  vast  sums  about  the  several 
cities  in  and  out  of  his  kingdom,  goes  into  the  sepulchre 
of  David  hoping  to  find  treasure.    This  must  have  been  Ant.  zti.  7,1. 
after  Herod  returned  from  Rome,  which  could  not  have 
been  earlier  than  the  spring  of  u.c.  747,  b.c.  7. 

Subsequent  to  this,  the  disturbances  in  Herod's  family  Ant.  xvi.  7, 2. 
are  greatly  increased.  The  amours  of  Sy Ileus  and  Salome  Ant.xTi.7,6. 
now  fell  out,  after  Salome  was  out  of  favour  with  Herod. 

Clinton  says,  was  b.c.  3  (Fast  HeL  year,  b.c.  6).  It  appears  to  me  that, 
according  to  Velleius  Paterculus,  the  first  Tribunician  year  of  Tiberius 
should  be  b.c.  3,  instead  of  b.c.  6,  where  Mr.  Clinton  places  it. 

The  immediate  effects  of  the  departure  of  Tiberius  were  the  Par- 
thian and  German  revolts ;  and  the  same  year  the  disgraceful  conduct 
of  Julia  was  exposed.  This  was  thirty  years  from  when  Velleius 
Paterculus  wrote. — ^Vbl.  Pat.  ii.  100. 

Immediately  upon  the  death  of  Caius,  Tiberius  was  adopted, 
twenty-seven  years  inclusive  from  when  Velleius  Paterculus  wrote, 
for  it  was  in  the  consulate  of  .^lius  Catus  and  Sentius,  a.d.  4. — 
Vbl.  Pat.  ii.  103. 
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chafto  XIV.  Then  Sylleus  goes  away  and  returns  after  two  or  three 
months. 

Wat,  1. 24, 7.  At  this  time  Herod  is  esteemed  .old  by  his  son  Alex- 

ander; but  he  is  of  such  an  age  as  to  dye  his  hair  in 
order  to  look  young.  This  would  lead  me  to  estimate  his 
age  at  between  50  and  60.  If  he  was  born,  as  I  suppose, 
B.C.  62,  he  would  now  be  55. 

Ant.  XT?.  8.  Alexander  is  bound  by  Herod.    This  could  scarcely 

have  been  in  the  year  u.c.  747;  let  us,  however,  suppose 

w«r,i.s5.  that  it  was  as  early  as  the  latter  part  of  that  year.  Then 
Archelaus  comes  from  Cappadocia  and  procures  a  recon- 
ciliation. Herod  returns  with  Archelaus  to  Antioch.  This 
must  bring  us  to  the  middle  of  u.c.  748,  b.c.  6. 

The  ninth  chapter  of  the  sixteenth  book  of  the  Anti- 
quities gives  us  an  account  of  the  revolt  of  the  Trachonites. 
This  country  was  given  to  Herod  after  the  seventeenth 
year  of  his  reign ;  for  some  time  they  were  restrained 
from  robbery ;  but  when  Herod  went  to  Rome,  to  accuse 
Alexander  (about  u.c.  743,  b.c.  11),  they  broke  out  into 
open  rebellion,  were  subdued,  and  retired  into  Arabia. 
But,  I  think,  in  order  to  clear  Josephus  from  confusion, 
we  must  distinguish  between  two  journeys  of  Herod  to 
Rome,  both  of  which  I  conceive  are  alluded  to  in  this 
passage ;  for  the  amours  of  Sylleus  and  Salome  were  after 
that  Olympiad,  which  we  have  seen  reason  to  believe, 
with  Mr.  Greswell,  was  the  193d ;  and  it  was  after  the 
marriage  of  Sylleus  with  Salome  was  broken  off  that 
Sylleus  protected  the  robbers ;  by  which  countenance  they 
were  emboldened  to  overrun  Judea  and  all  Coelo-Syria. 
Thus  the  return  of  Herod,  alluded  to  when  he  slew  the 
relations  of  the  robbers,  was  that  after  Olympiad  193. 

The  robbers,  however,  who  had  now  increased  from 
50  to  1000,  continued  to  rend  every  part  of  Herod*s 
dominions,  and  Herod  complains  to  Saturninus,  who 
grants  a  hearing,  and  decrees  that  payment  of  the  debt 
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should  be  made  within  a  month ;  but  Sylleus  goes  to  Ant.  xvi.  9, 2. 
Rome,  and  Saturninus  permits  Herod  to  chastise  the 
robbers.  This  brings  us  up  to  the  point  of  time  with 
which  the  former  chapter  closed,  the  historian  having 
related  how  the  war  with  the  Arabians  was  brought  about. 
Messengers  are  sent  to  Rome  to  Sylleus,  and  he  complains 
to  Caesar,  who  declares  he  will  treat  Herod  as  a  subject* 

The  King  of  the  Jews  was  now  in  a  low  condition,  and  Ant.  xvi.  9, 3. 
the  people  of  Trachonitis  broke  out  into  rebellion.     All 
this  Herod  was  forced  to  bear.    He  twice  sent  ambassadors  Ant.  xvi.  9  4. 
to  Rome,  but  with  no  avail. 

Mr.  Greswell  says,  that  it  required  six  weeks  in  sum- 
mer, and  not  less  than  five  or  six  months  in  winter,  for  a 
communication  to  pass  to  and  fro  between  Judaea  and 
Italy.  But,  though  he  says  it  would  require  six  weeks, 
he  implies  that  the  average  would  be  much  more.  "  One," 
says  he,  "  who  set  out  from  Rome,  even  on  the  first  of 
June,  would  not  be  in  Judaea  before  the  beginning  or  the 
middle  of  August ;"  which  he  illustrated  "  by  a  number 
of  examples."    According  to  this  calculation,  the  message  oresweii, 

.       o,    n  y^  ,  rx  1    •  _Vol.iii.  p.  382. 

to  Sylleus,  Caesars  message  to  Herod  m  consequence  of 
this  complaint,  the  first  embassy  of  Herod  to  Rome,  the 
account  of  Caesars  not  receiving  the  ambassadors,  and 
Herod's  second  embassy,  must  have  taken  about  a  year 
and  a  half;  and  this  will  bring  us,  at  least,  to  the  close 
of  the  year  u.c.  749,  b.c.  5. 

The  tenth  chapter  details  the  increased  disorders  in  Ant.  xvi.  10, 1. 
Herod's  family,  through  the  intrigues  of  Eurycles,  who 
cultivated    the    friendship    of  the   various  members  of 
Herod's  family. 

Herod  grows  bitter,  and  tortures  several ;  amongst  §  4. 
others,  the  governor  of  the  castle  of  Alexandrium.  He  §5. 
subsequently  imprisons  Alexander  and  Aristobulus,  and  §  7. 
sends  ambassadors  to  Caesar  respecting  his  sons. 

Caesar,  now  reconciled  to  Herod,  wrote,  advisitig  him  Ant.  xvi.  11,  >. 
to  call  an  assembly  to  judge  his  sons.     A  hundred  and 
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cukrm  XIV.  fifty  assessors  are,  consequently,  assembled.     Sataminus, 
1^'  who  had  been  consul,  proposes  a  mild  sentence;  but  a 

more  severe  one  is  decided  on  by  Volumnins  and  others. 
1 8.  After  some  delay,  the  sons  are  strangled  at  Sebaste. 

The  time  that  Eurycles  resided  in  the  family,  carrying 
on  his  intrigues;  the  time  Herod  was  searching  by  tor- 
ture for  proof;  the  mission  to  Rome  and  return ;  the 
assembly  of  such  a  number  of  assessors,  and  the  exe- 
cution of  the  sentence,  must,  altogether,  have  taken  at 
least  another  year,  viz.  u.c.  750,  B.C.  4. 
w«r.i.n,i.  At  this  time  Antipater  was  young.    According  to  one 

set  of  dates  in  Josephus,  he  might  have  been  about  five- 
Ant.  &tu.  4,1.  and-thirty.  But  he  was  almost  an  old  man  before  he 
himself  was  killed.  Some  time,  therefore,  must  have 
elapsed  between  the  strangling  of  the  sons  of  Mariamne 
and  the  slaying  of  Antipater. 
w«r,i.98.i.  There  are  expressions  in  Josephus  which  confirm  this. 

The  posterity  of  Alexander  and  Aristobulus  are  spoken  of 
Ant.  xtu.  1, 1.     as  growing  up.     And  Herod  is  said  to  have  brought  up 
these    children    with    great   care.     Herod   betroths  his 
Wat,  i.  98,  A.      grandchildren  in  marriage.     Antipater  fails  in  the  first 
instance  to  set  aside   these   marriages,   but  afterwards 
War,  i.  ao,  8.      succecds.     Antipater  lamented  that  the  sons  of  Alexander 
Ant.xTUi.6,1.    and  Aristobulus  were  growing  up.    And  Agrippa  is  men- 
tioned as  living  at  Rome  a  little  before  the  death  of 
Herod  the  king:   and  certainly  the  language  does  not 
imply  that  he  was  a  child  at  the  time.     All  these  ex- 
pressions intimate  a  lapse  of  some  years  before  the  death 
of  Antipater.    It  is  impossible  to  sup])ose  that  more  than  a 
year  did  not  transpire. 
Ant.  zTii.  s,  s.  Herod  now  builds  Bathyra,  during  which  time  Anti- 

f4.  pater  is  in  great  power:  and  now  we  may  suppose  the 

w«r,i.s9,3.       cabals  and  merry  meetings  were  carried  on. 
Ant.xvu.2,4.  In  the  Antiquities,  Josephus  mentions  that  all  the 

nation  were  required  to  swear  fidelity  to  Ceesar.    This  is 
connected  with  the  expectation  of  Messiah's  reign  when 
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the  eunuchs  should  not  say,  **  Behold,  I  am  a  dry  tree.'Viia.ivLs,4. 
I  should  conceive  this  was  the  time  of  the  massacre  at  Ma.t.  u.  le. 
Bethlehem,  and  of  the  enrolment  by  Cyrenius.  Luke,  11.1. 

About  this  time,  before  he  went  to  Rome,  Antipater  Ant.  zru.  4, 1. 
often  lamented  his  case,  that  he  was  already  grey,  and 
almost  an  old  man. 

Antipater,  fearing  his  father's  hatred,  sends  to  Rome,  Ant.  xru.  s.  s. 
soliciting  that  he  should  be  sent  for  from  thence ;  and  he 
goes  to  Rome  in  consequence.    This  must  have  taken 
about  half  a  year.    Sylleus  goes  to  Rome  also.    Satur- 
ninus,  president. 

Pheroras  is  sent  to  his  tetrarchy.     Herod  is  taken  ill,  ss. 
but  Pheroras  will  not  go  to  him ;  then  Pheroras  becomes 
ill,  and  Herod  visits  him.     Pheroras  dies,  and  his  death 
is  the  origin  of  Antipater's  misfortunes. 

For  seven  months  before  his  freed  man  came  from  Ant.  zru.  4,  s. 
Rome,  the  treachery  of  Antipater  was  known.    We  must, 
therefore,  allow  at  least  a  year  from  the  time  Antipater 
first  suspected  his  father. 

Herod  writes  to  Antipater  to  come  from  Rome.  Ant.  zvu.  5,  i. 

Varus  is  president  of  Syria,  having  succeeded  Satur-  $9. 
ninus. 

After  the  trial,  Varus  returns  to  his  usual  residence  at  §  7. 
Antioch. 

Herod  sends  ambassadors  to  Rome.  ss. 

Herod  sends  more  ambassadors. 

Herod  falls  sick,  being  in  his  seventieth  year.  Ant.  xtu.  6, 1. 

The  eclipse.  M- 

Herod's  distemper  increases;  he  goes  beyond  Jordan;  $5. 
returns  to  Jericho ;  assembles  all  the  principal  Jews. 

Herod  receives  letters  from  his  last  ambassadors  to  Ant.  zvu.  7, 1. 
Rome.    Kills  Antipater. 

Herod  dies  five  days  after,  having  continued  his  life  to  Ant.  xtu.  s,  1. 
a  very  old  age. 

It  is  not  a  little  suspicious  that  Josephus  is  so  sparing 
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CHArrn  XIV.  of  dates  with  regard  to  these  latter  events.  We  can  only 
conjecture  the  ages  of  Herod's  sons,  and  how  long  the 
two  younger  were  killed  before  the  eldest  was  also  slain, 
and  how  old  his  grandchildren  were  when  they  were 
married.  But,  as  Herod  educated  his  son's  children  with 
great  care  after  the  deaths  of  their  fathers,  and  as  Anti- 
pater  was  a  young  man  when  his  brothers  were  strangled, 
and  almost  an  old  man  at  least  a  year  before  he  himself 
was  killed ;  and  as  Herod  was  probably  under  sixty  years 
of  age  when  Alexander  and  Aristobulns  were  killed,  and 
seventy  when  Antipater  was  killed,  we  must  allow  about 
ten  years  to  transpire  between  these  two  events. 
Herod  died,  A.D.  7.  It  will  follow  that  Alexander  and  Aristobulns,  having 
been  slain  about  u.c.  750,  the  death  of  Herod  was  about 
u.c.  760  or  A.D.  7;  and  this  agrees  with  those  dates  in 
Josephus  which  accord  with  St.  Luke. 

ON  THE  TAXING  BY  CYRENIUS. 

Josephus  says  that  Varus  was  president  of  Syria  when 
Atitipater  was  slain,  and  when  Archelaus  went  to  Rome. 
It  appears,  from  Dio,  that  Varus  was  in  that  official  ca- 
pacity until  he  took  the  command  in  Germany ;  for  he 
says,  "  When  Quintilius  Varus,  after  the  termination  of 
Dio.ub.ifi.        his  government  in  Syria,  undertook  the  administration  of 
Tacitus,  i.  62.      affairs  in  Germany,  &c."    Varus  himself  was  killed  in 
Germany  five  years  before  the  death  of  Augustus,  a.d.  9. 
vei.  Pat.  u.  117.  Velleius  mentions  his  having  spent  the  preceding  summer 
Jos.war,  u.3.1.  in  Germany.     From  this  it  would  appear  probable  that 
Varus  was  in  Judeea  when  Archelaus  went  to  Rome,  and 
that  he  left  the  East  shortly  after. 

There  are  three  coins  said  to  be  of  Varus,  bearing  the 
consecutive  dates,  25,  26,  and  27,  which  persons  learned 
in  numismatics  refer  to  the  Actian  era,  u.c.  723 ;  their 
dates  being  thus  respectively  u.c.  748,  749,  750,  or 
B.C.   6,   5,   4.     Velleius  Paterculus   says,   "  Quintilius 
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Varus  was  mild  in  disposition,  quiet  in  temper;  so  that, 
being  too  indolent  both  in  body  and  mind,  he  was  better 
accustomed  to  ease  in  a  camp  than  to  action  in  the  field. 
How  far  he  was  from  despising  money,  Syria,  of  which 
he  had  been  governor,  afforded  proof;  for,  going  poor  into 
that  rich  province,  he  became  rich,  and  left  it  poor.  Being 
appointed  commander  of  the  army  in  Germany,"  &c.  veUeiusPatercu- 

T.  11  .         ,.  .  lua.  part  U.  cxvil. 

It  would  require  his  government  to  continue  some  Baker's  transia- 
years,  for  one  mild  in  disposition,  quiet  in  temper,  in- 
dolent in  habits,  to  transfer  the  wealth  of  Syria  into  his 
own  coffers ;  but,  if  Varus  was  president  of  Syria  as  early 
as  B.C.  6  and  as  late  as  a.d.  7,  his  government  continued 
the  unusually  long  period  of  thirteen  years. 

But,  if  Varus  was  president  of  Syria  uninterruptedly 
during  this  period,  his  presidency  continued  during  the 
time  of  the  taxing  by  Cyrenius.  This  does  not  appear 
improbable. 

We  learn  from  Josephus  that,  about  this  time,  there 
were  two  presidents  of  Syria,  or,  at  least,  two  indivi- 
duals, each  bearing  the  title  of  president,  though  pro- 
bably their  offices,  strictly  speaking,  were  not  the  same. 
Thus,  in  the  Antiquities,  Saturninus  and  Volumnius  are  Ant.  xvi.  9,1. 
called  presidents  of  Syria ;  but,  in  the  History  of  the  Ant.  xvi.  10, 8. 
Wars,  Saturninus  and  Pedanius  are  presidents,  and 
Volumnius  is  styled  procurator.  war,  1. 27,  a. 

The  nature  of  the  office  of  Cyrenius  is  described  by 
Josephus.  "  Cyrenius,  a  consular  person,  was  sent  by  Ant.  xvu.  is,  5. 
Caesar  to  make  an  assessment  in  Syria,  and  to  seize 
Archelaus's  estate."  "  In  the  meantime,  Cyrenius,  a 
Roman  senator,  who  had  served  all  other  offices,  and, 
through  them,  arrived  at  the  consulship,  and  was  dis- 
tinguished likewise  by  divers  other  honours  and  dig- 
nities, came  into  Syria  with  a  few  troops,  being  sent 
thither  by  Caesar  to  administer  justice  to  that  people,  and 
to  make  an  assessment  of  their  goods;  and  Coponius,  a 
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J^"^r^".^iY.*.  person  of  equestrian  rank,  was  sent  with  bim  to  gorem 
Judsea,  now  annexed  to  Syria,  both  to  assess  their  estates 
int.  zTiu.  1, 1.    ^nd  to  seize  Archelaus's  effects  and  treasure.*' 
.ardMr's  tmu-         Again  be  speaks  of  Judas,  who  persaaded  the  Jews 

ation:  Works,  ,  ,  i  ^  .  i 

'oLLp.sss.       not  to  enrol  themselves  *'  when  Cyrenius,  the  censor,  was 

r«r,  tu.  8, 1.      gent  into  Judea." 

Mrdan,  voL  t.  These  notices  of  Josepbus  seem  to  me  to  intimate  that 

Cyrenius  was  not  regular  president  of  Syria,  but  was  sent 
for  the  special  purpose  of  making  the  census.  There 
would,  therefore,  have  been  the  regular  president  also  in 
the  country,  though,  for  the  time,  possibly  his  powers 
might  have  been  suspended. 
I  propose  now  to  shew : 

1 .  That  there  was  a  census  during  the  reign  of  Herod 
the  Great. 

2.  That  there  was  but  one  census  by  Cyrenius. 

3.  That  the  census  by  Cyrenius  was  that  in  the  reign 
of  Herod  the  Great. 

1.  It  appears  probable,  from  the  history  of  Josepbus, 
that  there  was  a  census  during  the  reign  of  Herod  the 
Great.  Caesar  wrote  to  Herod,  that,  "  whereas  of  old  he 
knt.xvi.9,3.  had  used  him  as  his  friend,  he  should  now  use  him  as  his 
subject."  Now,  in  which  way  did  Ceesar  use  Herod  as 
his  subject,  if  not  by  making  Judaea  a  Roman  province, 
and  laying  a  tribute  upon  the  country,  and  in  exacting 
the  oath  of  allegiance  ? 

If  the  assertion  of  Josepbus,  that  the  taxing  was  after 
the  reign  of  Archelaus,  is  to  be  received,  Caesar  never 
used  Herod  as  his  subject.  But,  that  Caesar  did  carry  his 
threat  into  execution,  Josepbus  himself  pretty  clearly  in- 
timates, for,  in  his  account  of  the  latter  part  of  Herod's 
reign,  he  says,  "  When  all  the  people  of  the  Jews  gave 
assurance  of  their  good-will  to  Caesar,  and  to  the  king's 
government,  these  very  men  did  not  swear,  being  above 
6000;  and,  when  the  king  imposed  a  fine  upon  them^ 
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Pheroras'  wife  paid  their  fine  for  them.'*    To  give  as- 
surance upon  oath  of  their  good- will  to  CeBsar  is  to  swear  Ant.  xtu.  a,  4. 
allegiance. 

There  is  something  suspicious  in  Josephus  mentioning 
so  slightly  an  event  which,  to  the  Jews,  was  most  im- 
portant. "  Is  it  not  strange,"  says  Lardner,  "  that  Jo- 
sephus should  not  name  the  officer  that  took  the  oath  for 
Augustus?  No  one  can  make  any  doubt  but  there  was 
some  person  of  eminence  deputed  by  the  emperor  for  that 
work."  ^*5?*'' '''**•  *• 

p.  924. 

2.  It  appears  probable,  from  Josephus,  that  there  was 
but  one  census  by  Cyrenius.  Lardner  supposes  an  objector 
to  his  view  to  say,  "  It  may  be  fairly  concluded,  from 
another  place  in  Josephus,  that  Cyrenius  was  but  once  in 
Judaea ;  for  he  says  that  '  Massada  was  then  held  by 
Eleazar,  the  chief  of  the  Sicarii,  a  descendant  of  Judas, 
who  persuaded  not  a  few  of  the  Jews  to  enrol  themselves, 
as  I  have  said  above,  when  Cyrenius,  the  censor,  was  sent 
into  Judaea.'  I  own,"  says  Lardner,  '^  this  is  a  difficulty."  voi.i.p.326. 
He  meets  it  by  supposing  another  difficulty,  saying  we 
might  draw  a  similar  inference  from  Acts,  v.  37,  namely.  The  Acta, 
that  St.  Luke  knew  of  no  other  taxing.  But  I  should 
say  the  fair  inference  would  be,  that  Gamaliel,  up  to  the 
time  when  he  spoke,  either  knew  of  no  taxing,  except 
that  by  Cyrenius,  or  (what  I  believe  was  the  case)  con- 
sidered the  first  taxing  as  pre-eminently  the  taxing ;  the 
Jews,  in  the  first  instance,  having,  as  Josephus  expresses 
it,  "  taken  the  report  of  a  taxation  heinously."  When  Ant.  xvui.  i,  1. 
once  the  taxing  was  established,  all  subsequent  taxings 
came  as  a  matter  of  course.  Thus  Gamaliel  might  very 
well  be  justified  in  styling  the  time  that  the  taxing  was 
established  *' the  days  of  the  taxing;"  and  St.  Luke 
might  be  still  more  exact  in  noting  that  the  first  taxing 
was  when  Cyrenius  was  governor  of  Syria.  The  difficulty, 
therefore,  which  Lardner  felt  remains  in  its  full  force,  and 
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c«Arm  XIV.  we  may  fairly  conclude  that  Cyrenius  was  but  once  in 
Syria. 

3.  Lastly;  it  appears  probable  from  Josephus,  that  the 
one  taxing  by  Cyrenius  was  the  taxing  in  the  reign  of 
Herod*  He  says,  ^'  The  Jews,  although  at  the  beginning 
they  took  the  report  of  a  taxation  heinously,  yet  did  they 
leave  off  any  further  opposition  to  it  by  the  persuasion  of 
Joazar,  who  was  the  son  of  Boethus,  and  high-priest.  So 
they,  being  over-persuaded  by  Joazar's  words,  gave  an  ac- 

Ant.  zYiii.  1, 1.  count  of  their  estates."  Josephus  also  tells  us  that,  when 
*'  Archelaus  entered  upon  his  ethnarchy,  he  deposed 
Joazar,  son  of  Boethus,  and  made  Eleazar,  his  brother. 

Ant.  xtu.  13,1.    high -priest." 

The  taxing,  therefore,  must  have  been  before  Archelaus 
was  confirmed  in  his  ethnarchy,  unless,  indeed,  we  suppose 
that  Joazar  was  twice  high-priest.  But  who  was  to  re- 
appoint him?  Not  Archelaus,  who  bad  deposed  him. 
Josephus  does  not  expressly  assert  that  Joazar  was  re- 
appointed, though  he  would  lead  his  reader  to  infer  it  by 

Ant.  xTii.  11.1.  asserting  that  he  was  appointed  by  the  multitude.  But, 
if  the  multitude  appointed  Joazar,  it  must  have  been  after 
Archelaus  was  deposed  ;  and  his  priesthood  lasted  only 
while  the  taxing  was  going  on  ;  for  Cyrenius,  as  Jo- 
sephus asserts,  deposed  Joazar,  and  appointed  Annanus 

Ant.  xvui.  2, 1.  in  his  place.  But  what  an  improbability  this  leads  us  to! 
How  unlikely  is  it  that  Cyrenius  should  depose  the  very 
man  who,  during  the  whole  time  that  he  was  in  oiEce, 
was  successfully  exerting  his  influence  to  induce  the  Jews 
to  submit  to  the  taxing  which  Cyrenius  came  to  establish. 
The  truth  appears  to  be  that  Archelaus  was  appointed 
shortly  after  the  taxing  was  concluded.  He,  upon  his  ap- 
pointment, deposed  Joazar,  who  had  acted  so  important 
a  part  in  bringing  the  Jews  to  submit  to  the  Roman 
demands ;  and  this  act  of  Archelaus,  in  taking  such  a 
step  against  one  who  had  shewn  himself  so  friendly  to  the 
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Roman  authority,  was,  probably,  one  great  cause  of  his 
banishment. 

Mr.  Greswell  notices,  that  in  the  Hypomnesticon  of  oresweu, 
Joseph,  an  early  Christian  writer,  there  is  a  table  of  the 
succession  of  Jewish  high-priests  which  agrees  with  that 
gathered  from  Josephus,  excepting  in  three  particulars: 
one  high-priest  is  omitted,  Jesus,  son  of  Damnseus ;  the 
reappointment  of  Jonathan  is  in  a  different  place;  and 
there  is  no  mention  of  the  reappointment  of  Joazar.  This 
negative  proof  from  the  Christian  Joseph  outweighs  the 
inferential  evidence  from  his  Jewish  namesake. 

I  give  a  second,  and  more  direct  proof  from  Josephus, 
that  the  taxing  by  Cyrenius  was  as  early  as  the  com- 
mencement of  the  reign  of  Archelaus,  and  not  after  he  was 
deposed.  In  the  History  of  the  War,  b.  ii.  ch.  viii.  we  are 
told,  "  Archelaus's  country  being  reduced  to  a  province, 
Coponius,  a  man  of  equestrian  rank  among  the  Romans, 
was  sent  procurator,  being  invested  with  the  power  of  life 
and  death.  In  his  time,  a  certain  Galilean,  whose  name 
was  Judas,  excited  the  people  to  a  rebellion,  telling  them, 
that  they  were  of  a  mean  spirit  if  they  could  endure  to 
pay  tribute  to  the  Romans,  and  acknowledge  mortal  men 
for  their  lords  after  God  had  been  their  king.  This  man 
was  head  of  a  distinct  sect  in  nothing  like  the  rest."  wat,  u.  s,  i. 

This  is  the  taxing  of  Cyrenius,  though  Josephus  rather  voi.  i.  p-W 
unaccountably  does  not  mention  the  name  of  that  pre* 
sident  in  this  place. 

What  Josephus  here  calls  a  distinct  sect,  of  which 
Judas  was  the  head,  he  elsewhere  describes  fully.  He 
mentions  the  Pharisees,  Sadducees,  and  Essenes,  and  then 
he  says :  "  But  of  the  fourth  sect  of  Jewish  philosophy 
Judas  the  Galilean  was  the  author.  These  men  agree  in 
all  other  things  with  the  Pharisaic  notions;  [this  is 
directly  contrary  to  what  he  says  in  the  War,  that  this 
sect  was  in  nothing  like  the  rest ;]  but  they  have  an  in- 
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CBATTn  XIV.  yiolable  attachment  to  liberty,  and  say  that  Qod  is  to  be 
their  only  ruler  and  lord.  They  also  do  not  yalae  dying 
any  kinds  of  death ;  nor,  indeed,  do  they  heed  the  deaths 
of  their  relations  and  friends :  nor  can  any  such  fear 
make  them  call  any  man  lord.  And,  since  this  im- 
movable resolution  of  theirs  is  well  known  to  a  great 

Ant.  zTiiL  1, 6.    many,  I  shall  speak  no  further  about  that  matter.** 

Now,  from  this  description,  it  appears  clear  to  me  that 
those  whom  Josephus  mentioned  as  refusing  to  take  the 
oath  of  good  will  to  Csesar  were  followers  of  this  Judas. 
He  says.  These  are  those  that  are  called  the  sect  of  the 
Pharisees :  who  are  in  a  capacity  of  greatly  opposing  kings. 
A  cunning  sect  they  were ;  and  soon  elevated  to  a  pitch 
of  open  fighting,  and  doing  mischief.  Accordingly,  when 
all  the  people  of  the  Jews  gave  assurance  of  their  good-will 
to  CcBsar,  and  to  the  king's  government^  these  very  men 

Ant.xTU. a,4.  did  not  swear:  being  about  6000."  Here  Josephus 
attributes  to  these  Pharisees  that  which  was  the  dis- 
tinguishing feature  of  the  Pharisaic  followers  of  Judas. 
Tlie  resistance,  then,  to  the  taxing  in  the  reign  of  Herod 
was  by  the  followers  of  Judas ;  and,  if  by  the  followers 
certainly  by  the  leader  also.  There  was,  moreover,  a 
resistance  by  open  fighting.  Here,  then,  we  have  dis- 
tinctly described  the  resistance  of  Judas  in  the  days  of  the 
taxing.  Josephus  does  not  in  this  place  mention  J  udas, 
and  calls  these  people  Pharisees;  but  this  only  proves 
that  he  was  designedly  suppressing  part  of  the  truth. 

War,  u.  9,1.  In  the  chapter  which  follows  upon  the  account  of  the 

taxing,  Josephus  tells  us  of  Herod  Antipas  and  Philip 
being  appointed  to  their  own  tetrarchies.  ^*  And  now, 
as  the  ethnarchy  of  Archelaus  was  fallen  into  a  Roman 
province,  the  other  sons  of  Herod,  Philip  and  that  Herod 
who  was  called  Antipas,  each  of  them  took  upon  them 
the  administration  of  their  own  tetrarchies." 

Aiit.xviu.2, 1.  The  same  order  is  observed  in  the  Antiquities.  *^When 


JOSEPHUS  EXAMINED.  333 

the  taxings  were  come  to  a  conclusion,  which  were  made  . 
in  the  thirty-seventh  of  Caesar's  victory  over  Antony  at 
Actium,  he  [Cyrenius]  deprived  Joazar  of  the  high-priest- 
hood, which  dignity  had  been  conferred  on  him  by  the 
multitude :  and  he  appointed  Ananus,  the  son  of  Seth,  to 
be  high-priest,  while  Herod  and  Philip  had  each  of  them 
received  their  own  tetrarchy,  and  settled  the  affairs 
thereof."  Here  it  is  evident,  that  in  some  sense  Herod  Ant.  xru.  2,1. 
and  Philip  received  their  tetrarchies  after  the  taxing  by 
Cyrenius. 

It  is  also  clear,  from  another  passage  in  Josephus,  that  Ant.  xviu.  11,4. 
Herod  Antipas  and  Philip  received  their  tetrarchies  at 
the  same  time  that  Archelaus  was  made  ethnarch. 
*'  When  Caesar  had  heard  these  pleadings,  he  dissolved 
the  assembly :  but  a  few  days  afterwards  he  appointed 
Archelaus,  not,  indeed,  to  be  king  of  the  whole  country, 
but  ethnarch  of  the  one  half  of  that  which  had  been 
subject  to  Herod,  and  promised  to  give  him  the  royal 
dignity  hereafter,  if  he  governed  his  part  virtuously. 
But,  as  for  the  other  half,  he  divided  it  into  two  parts, 
and  gave  it  to  two  other  of  Herod's  sons,  to  Philip  and 
to  Antipas."  If  the  taxing  was  after  the  ten  years'  reign 
of  Archelaus  was  concluded,  how  are  we  to  reconcile  these 
two  statements  ?  Are  we  to  suppose  that,  when  Cyrenius 
came  to  seize  the  effects  of  Archelaus,  Philip  and  Herod 
Antipas  were  also  suspended  from  their  governments? 
Josephus  does  not  say  so,  nor  from  his  relation  would 
such  a  supposition  appear  probable.  What  connexion  is 
there  between  the  mal-administration  of  Archelaus,  which 
Cyrenius  came  to  remedy,  and  the  suspension  of  the 
powers  of  Herod  and  Philip  ? 

But,  if  the  taxing  by  Cyrenius  commenced  during  the 
reign  of  Herod,  and,  as  I  conceive,  was  not  concluded 
until  near  his  death,  then  we  see  the  connexion  of  events 
clearly  enough ;   after  the  account  had  been  taken  of 
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mkrm  xtv.  IIerod*8  cffccts,  the  will  of  Herod  in  favoar  of  Philip 
and  Antipas  was  confirmed,  they  receiving  their  own 
tetrarchies. 

But  Josephus,  I  conceive,  subsequently  altered  the 
passage  to  what  it  is  now,  from  something  probably  to 
this  effect :  '  When  Cyrenius  had  now  disposed  of  Herod's 
efiects,  and  when  the  taxings  were  come  to  a  conclusion, 
which  were  made  in  the  thirty-seventh  of  Csesar's  victory 
over  Antony  at  Actium,  Archelaus  received  the  ethnarchy 
when  he  deprived  Joazar  of  the  high-priesthood,  &c., 
while  Herod  and  Philip  had  each  received  their  own 
tetrarchy' — for,  as  it  now  stands,  the  sentence  does  not 
appear  properly  balanced,  the  mention  of  the  tetrarchies 
which  Philip  and  Antipas  received,  and  what  they  did  in 
their  respective  governments,  seems  to  correspond  with 
something  not  now  in  the  text.  But  Josephus  has  altered 
the  sentence  in  the  manner  which  was  necessary  in  order 
to  conceal  the  true  relation  which  the  reign  of  Archelaus 
bore  to  the  date  of  the  taxing  by  Cyrenius.  In  doing  it, 
he  has  betrayed  that  inconsistency  which,  fortunately  for 
mankind,  it  is  difficult  to  avoid  in  a  fabricated  story. 

I  have  now  shewn : 

That  there  are  two  sets  of  dates  in  Josephus  incon- 
sistent with  each  other. 

One  set,  which  we  get  by  inference,  agrees  with  the 
dates  in  St.  Luke's  gospel. 

The  dates  expressly  mentioned  shorten  the  reign  of 
Herod,  and  thus  disagree  with  St.  Luke's  gospel. 

The  curtailment  of  Herod's  reign  has  crowded  the 
events  in  the  latter  part  of  the  reign,  and  has  caused 
confusion  with  regard  to  the  date  of  the  building  of  the 
temple. 

These  circumstances  make  those  dates  in  Josephus 
which  harmonise  with  St.  Luke  to  be  in  themselves  more 
probable  than  those  opposed  to  St.  Luke. 
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I  have  also  shewn,  from  Josephus,  that  there  was  a 
census  during  the  reign  of  Herod. 

That  there  was  but  one  census  by  Cyrenius. 

The  the  census  by  Cyrenius  was  that  in  the  reign  of 
Herod  the  Great. 

I,  therefore,  conclude  that  the  dates  and  facts,  which 
we  get  by  inference  out  of  Josephus  in  favour  of  the 
longer  reign  of  Herody  are  more  probable  than  the  dates 
directly  asserted  by  Josephus  in  favour  of  the  shorter 
reign. 

Baronius,  therefore,  is  correct  in  saying  that  Josephus 
left  out  nine  years  in  the  computation  of  the  reign  of  Apper.adAn. 

Herod.*  Pllkington, 

p.  zxviii. 

THE  REIGN  OF  ARCHELAUS. 

The  reisrn  of  Archelaus  is  the  next  subject  of  inquiry.  Reign  of 

,  'f  *       ^     ArchelaiM. 

There  were  seditions  before  Archelaus  was  confirmed 
in  his  kingdom,  the  Jews  being  desirous  to  recover  the 
ancient  liberty  of  their  country.  These  events  and  the  Ant.  x?ii.  lo,  3. 
pleading  before  Csesar  are  mentioned  at  great  length; 
but  the  events  of  the  reign  of  Archelaus  are  recounted  in 
one  short  chapter.  chap.  xiu. 

When  Archelaus  entered  upon  his  ethnarchy,  he  de- 
posed Joazar,  and  made  Eleazar  high-priest ;  he  rebuilt 
the  palace  at  Jericho,  conducted  water  to  irrigate  some 
palm-trees  which  he  had  planted,  built  a  village,  married 
Glaphyra,   dreamed  a  dream,  and  was  deposed*     This 

*  Dion  Cassius  says  (book  Iv.  p.  567),  "  Herod  of  Palestine  was 
accused  by  his  brethren,  and  was  banished  beyond  the  Alps ;  which 
banishment  happened,  according  to  his  enumeration  of  the  consuls  of 
every  year,  on  the  eighth  year  before  the  death  of  Augustus.**  Dio,  Ceiiarias  in 
I  suppose,  intended  Archelaus ;  but  why  does  he  call  him  Herod  ?  JotJ^SS,'  nisser. 
The  date  agrees  with  my  supposed  date  of  the  death  of  Herod. 
Possibly  the  historian  has  confounded  some  tradition  with  regard  to 
the  time  of  the  death  of  Herod  with  the  account  by  Josephus  of  the 
time  that  Archelaus  was  banished. 
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rnArrnxiv.  gtrikeg  One  as  very  meagre  when  compared  with  the 
minute  detail  given  us  respecting  the  reign  of  Herod,  or 
even  with  the  appointment  of  Archelaos^  which  fiUs  the 
four  preceding  chapters. 

But,  although  the  historian  states  so  little,  still  I  think 
there  is  enough  stated  to  enable  us  to  detect  some  error. 
The  marriage  with  Glaphyra  is,  perhaps,  the  only  circum- 
stance which  will  enable  us  to  compare  the  time  of  the 
death  of  Archelaus  with  the  dates  which  we  derive  from 
other  sources;  the  works  which  he  executed  within  his 
kingdom  not  being  noticed  by  the  Roman  historians. 

Ant.  ztu.  IS,  4.  Glaphyra,  widow  of  Alexander,  married  Jaba,  king  of 

Lybia,  and  after  the  death  of  Juba  she  married  Archelaus. 

Gmtweii.  Harm.  Mr.  Greswell,  who  devotes  a  dissertation  to  this  subject, 

Appendix  VI. 

supposes  that  Juba  died  u.c.  759,  but  Eckhel  dates  his 
death  u.c.  771  or  772.  The  date  adopted  by  Eckhel, 
upon  the  authority  of  coins,  seems  confirmed  by  Strabo, 
who  writing,  according  to  Mr.  Greswell,  either  in  u.c.  771 
or  772,  says  '^  Juba  died  not  long  ago,  and  Ptolemy  his 
son  has  succeeded  to  his  dominions."  Tacitus  mentions 
Ptolemy  as  only  lately  come  to  the  throne  u.c.  777.* 

We  cannot,  therefore,  put  the  marriage  of  Archelaus 
with  Glaphyra  before  u.c.  772.  Apparently,  from  Jose- 
phus,  Glaphyra  died  in  a  few  days,  and  Archelaus  pro- 
bably very  shortly  after.  Allowing  ten  years  for  the 
reign  of  Archelaus  would  bring  the  death  of  Herod  to 
u.c.  761  or  A.D.  8. 

There  seems  to  be  similar  doubt  with  respect  to  the 
termination  of  the  reign  of  Philip.  Josephus  tells  us  that 
he  died  in  the  twentieth  of  Tiberius,  after  he  had  been 
tetrarch  thirty-seven  years.  This  date  quite  agrees  with 
his  having  been  appointed  about  the  time  of  the  supposed 

*  In  the  notes  to  the  French  edition  of  Straho,  it  is  stated,  from 
Norris,  that  Juba  lived  till  u.c.  774 ;  but  probably  Eckhel  is  more 
correct. 


Tacitus,  iv.  23. 


EndofPhiUp*! 
reign. 

▲nt.  xviil.  4,  6. 
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death  of  Herod  the  Great.  .  But  if,  as  the  connexion  6f  • 
events  in  Joseph  us  implies,  he  was  appointed  after  the 
taxing  was  concluded  ;  in  that  case,  the  taxing,  contrary 
to  the  assertion  of  Josephus,  must  have  been  during  the  Ant.  xTiii.2,i. 
latter  part  of  the  reign  of  Herod. 

But  there  appear  other  marks  of  error  in  this  passage. 
Before  the  death  of  Philip  the  league  of  Vitellius  witb 
the  Parthians  is  recorded,  which  Suetonius  and  Dio  refer  suet.  xw. 
to  the  reign  of  Caius  Caligula.  Josephus  refers  it  to  the  Ant.xvm.  4,5. 
reign  of  Tiberius,  in  which  he  not  only  differs  from  these 
historians,  but  disturbs  the  order  of  his  own  narrative,  as 
may  be  observed  in  the  following  abstract. 

There  is  a  sedition  amongst  the  Samaritans.  Ant.  zym.4, 1. 

Pilate,  in  consequence  of  his  conduct  in  this  matter,  is  §  2. 
sent  to  Rome  by  Vitellius ;  and,  though  he  made  haste^ 
Tiberius  was  dead  before  he  arrived. 

Vitellius  came  to  Jerusalem.     This  was  after  Pilate  §3. 
had  left  Jerusalem. 

Vitellius  deprives  Caiaphas  of  the  high-priesthood, 
and  appoints  Jonathan  son  of  Ananus^  and  then  returns 
to  Antioch.  .     . 

Vitellius  acts  against  the  Parthians  in  consequence  of  $4. 
a  letter  which  he  received  from  Tiberius. 

The  league  of  friendship  between  the  Romans  and  Par-  §6. 
thians  is  then  recorded,  which,  by  Josephus's  own  shewing, 
was  more  probably  during  the  reign  of  Caligula  than  of 
Tiberius.  For,  supposing  Pilate  to  have  been  dismissed 
four  months  before  the  death  of  Tiberius,  it  would  take 
more  than  that  time  for  the  journey  of  Vitellius  to  Jeru- 
salem and  back  to  Antioch,  and  for  his  actions  against  the 
Parthians  before  they  entered  into  league. 

After  this  comes  the  account  of  Philip's  death  :  "  About  5  «• 
this  time  it  was  that  Philip,  Herod's  brother,  departed 
this  life  (in  the  twentieth  year  of  the  reign  of  Tiberius), 

z 
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CEArm  XIV.  after  he  had  been  tetrarch  ....  thirty-seven  years.**    Here 
we  learn  the  cause  of  all  this  confusion. 

If  Philip  reigned  thirty-seven  years  after  the  death  of 
Herod,  Philip  must  be  made  to  die  in  the  twentieth  of 
Tiberius,  else  Herod  would  have  reigned  longer  than 
Josephus  allows  him ;  for,  if  Philip  reigned  thirty^seven 
years,  and  died  in  the  reign  of  Caligula,  it  would  bring 
down  the  death  of  Herod  to  about  a.d.  2. 

The  insertion  of  this  date,  "  the  twentieth  of  Tiberius," 
was  probably  an  after-thought,  and  subsequently  added 
by  the  historian  to  disguise  his  inconsistency ;  for  it  not 
only  disturbs  the  order  of  the  nan*ative,  as  I  have  already 
shewn ;  it  not  only  makes  our  author  to  disagree  with  the 
Roman  historians,  but  the  sentence  reads  more  naturally 
without  the  date.  Why  should  he  say,  *'  About  this 
time,*'  if  the  next  clause  was  to  give  the  exact  time, 
which,  moreover,  was  not  about  that  time? 

Josephus  probably  confounded  the  league  between 
Artabanus  and  Vitellius,  which  was  in  the  reign  of 
Caligula,  with  the  mission  of  the  Parthian  nobles  to 
Tiberius.  The  cause  of  this  confusion  is,  I  conceive,  the 
death  of  Philip,  which  occurred  about  the  time  of  the 
league  with  Artabanus,  but  which  Josephus  has  thrown 
back  to  the  time  of  the  mission  of  the  Parthian  nobles. 
Whether  he  did  this  undesignedly,  or  with  the  intention 
of  hiding  the  true  date  of  the  death  of  Herod,  I  cannot 
pronounce. 
War,  u.  9, 6.  The  History  of  the  War  confirms  the  supposition  that 

Philip  died  either  at  the  close  of  the  reign  of  Tiberius  or 
in  the  reign  of  Caligula,  for  Caius  made  Agrippa  king  of 
Philip's  tetrarchy,  "  who  was  now  dead,'*  which  implies 
that  he  had  not  been  long  dead.  Indeed,  had  Philip  died 
some  time  before,  Tiberius  had  in  all  probability  given 
the  tetrarchy  to  some  one  and  not  left  it  vacant. 
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Returning  to  the  Antiquities,  we  learn  still  more  con- 
clusively  the  chronological  error  of  Josephus,  which  has 
so  universally  misled  Christians  respecting  the  date  of  our 
Lord's  birth.  *^  About  this  time  Aretas,  the  king  of  Arabia  Ant.  xtui.  s,  i. 
Petrea,  and  Herod  [the  tetrarch],  had  a  quarrel ;"  Herod 
having  purposed  repudiating  the  daughter  of  Aretas  and 
marrying  Herodias.  In  consequence  of  this  a  war  origin- 
eXedy  and  Herod's  army  was  destroyed  ;  a  judgment,  as  the  S^. 
Jews  said,  for  Herod  having  beheaded  John  the  Baptist. 
John,  we  know,  was  first  imprisoned,  and  subsequently 
beheaded,  because  he  had  reproved  Herod  for  having 
Herodias.  The  beheading  of  John,  therefore,  must  have 
been  very  shortly  before  the  war,  for  Aretas  was  prepar- 
ing for  the  war  before  Herod  was  actually  married  to 
Herodias. 

The  dismissal  of  Pilate  to  Rome,  mentioned  in  the  Ant.zYiiL4,2. 
same  chapter,  seems,  therefore,  also  ante-dated ;  for  it  is 
mentioned  before  the  war  of  Herod  with  Aretas,  which 
event,   as  we  have  seen,   was  about  the   time   of  the 
Baptist's  death. 

In  consequence  of  Herod's  defeat,  Vitellius,  who  was 
then  president  of  Syria,  was  commanded  to  assist  him« 
But  Vitellius  was  consul  a.d.  34,  and  he  was  not  sent  to  suetoniiu. 
the  East  until  after  his  consulate,  in  the  consulship  of  Tacitus,  vi.  31, 32. 
Caius  Cestius  and  Marcus  Servilius,  u.c.  788,  a.d.  35 ; 
and  his  operations  against  Artabanus  were  continued  for 
two  campaigns,  namely,  a.d.  35  and  36.    This  account  of  Tftcitu8,vi.38. 
Tacitus  accords  very  well  with  the  relation  of  Josephus. 

Vitellius,  in  advancing  against  Aretas,  on  the  fourth 
day  after  his  arrival  at  Jerusalem,  heard  of  the  death  of 
Tiberius,  which  is  said  to  have  happened,  March  16, 
u.c.  790,  A.D.  37.  It  was,  therefore,  near  midsummer, 
A.D.  37,  when  Vitellius  was  at  Jerusalem. 

The  account  of  Herod's  defeat  reaching  Rome,  the 
orders  to  Vitellius,  and  the  advance  of  his  troops  in  con- 


\ 


340  J08BPHU8  BXAMINEO. 

CHAMmxiv.  sequence,  might  probably  take  near  a  year.     Thus  Herod 

was  probably  defeated  in  the  summer  of  a.d.  36 ;  and,  as 

Ant.xTiu.5, 1,2.  j^jjjjjj  ^jjg   Baptist  was  beheaded  at  Macherus,  on  the 

borders  of  the  dominions  of  Aretas,  it  is  probable  that  it 
was  when  Herod  had  advanced  into  that  neighbourhood 
to  watch  the  event  of  the  war.  In  that  case,  John  was 
not  beheaded  before  spring,  a.d.  36.  It  is  upon  these 
grounds  that  Lydiat  argues  for  the  ministry  of  the  Baptist 
having  continued  four  years. 
coociuBioa.  The  conclusion  which  I  draw  from  this  examination  of 

Josephus  is,  1.  That  there  are  two  sets  of  dates  respecting 
the  reigti  of  Herod,  one  set,  which  is  more  latent,  agrees 
with  the  Evangelists,  the  other  set,  more  prominent,  is 
inconsistent  with  the  gospel  narrative;  but  the  dates 
which  agree  with  inspiration  are  confirmed  by  the  con- 
texture of  Josephus's  own  history;  they,  therefore,  inde- 
pendently of  the  confirmation  from  St.  Luke,  are  to  be 
considered  the  most  authentic. 

It  will  follow  that,  according  to  Josephus,  the  date 
of  our  Lord's  birth  could  not  have  been  much  before  the 
year  6,  nor  the  beheading  of  John  the  Baptist  before  the 
year  36  of  the  vulgar  era. 


APPENDIX  I.  TO  CHAPTER  XIV. 

ON  THE  ANIMUS  OF  JOSEPHUS  WITH  REGARD 

TO  CHRISTIANITY. 


Lardner  having  produced  sundry  arguments  to  prove  that 
the  paragraph  in  Josephus  respecting  our  Lord  is  spurious,  pro- 
ceeds to  make  some  remarks  with  regard  to  the  silence  of  that 
historian  upon  the  subject  of  Christianity.  Some  Jews,  actuated 
by  enmity,  spread  injurious  reports  about  the  sect;  but  the 
more  judicious  hoped  by  silence  to  bury  the  subject  in  oblivion. 
"  It  is  not  -easy,"  he  adds,  "  to  account  for  the  silence  of 
Josephus  in  any  other  way.  Many  things  are  omitted  by  him 
of  which  he  could  not  be  ignorant."  Lardner,  vol.  tUi. 

.  .  p.  133. 

I  concur  in  believing  that  the  wily  historian  did,  from  en- 
mity, judiciously  suppress  some  truth ;  and,  moreover,  that,  with 
equal  adroitness,  he  threw  out  some  dangerous  insinuations.* 
The  birth  of  our  Lord  is  the  subject  I  have  in  hand,  and  it  will 
well  illustrate  these  remarks  upon  Josephus. 

One  remarkable  omission  of  Josephus  is  the  prophecy  of  Isaiah,  vu. 
Isaiah,  that  the  Virgin  should  conceive  and  bring  forth  a  son. 
This  omission  may  not  in  itself  be  so  striking  as  when  taken  in 
connexion  with  another  fact  In  the  part  of  the  history  where 
we  might  expect  to  find  some  account  of  our  Lord,  and  in  the 
very  paragraph  after  the  generally  supposed  spurious  passage 
respecting  him  is  found,  our  historian  gives  an  account  of  Ant.  xviu.  3, 4. 
something  which  happened  in  the  temple  of  Isis  at  Rome. 
This  story  is  as  little  connected  with  what  precedes  and  follows 

*  Mr.  Brown  (p.  122)  agrees  with  Niebuhr  in  thinking  Josephus 
an  accomplished  rogue. 
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Arrmmx  I.  as  it  is  with  the  general  subject  of  the  history.  The  event 
Valerius  Mik'xi-  occurred,  I  conceive,  in  the  consulate  of  Lucius  ^milius  Paul- 
mns.     .  .  c.  3,    i^g  ^  ^^^^  Josephus  introduces  it  thirty  years  after. 

One  is  naturally  led  to  inquire  why  Josephus  goes  out  of 
his  way  to  narrate  it?  The  substance  of  the  story  is,  that  a 
virtuous  woman,  through  the  instrumentality  of  the  priest  of 
Isis,  is  brought  to  cohabit  with  one  whom  she  supposed  to  be 
the  Deity.  We  can  hardly  doubt  that  the  suppression  of  the 
prediction  of  the  miraculous  event,  together  with  the  narration 
of  this  idle  story,  is  intended  to  throw  discredit  upon  the  history 
of  the  incarnation.* 

It  would  be  most  important,  in  resisting  the  claims  of  Jesus 
to  the  Messiahship,  to  destroy  the  evidence  in  support  of  the 
leader  of  the  sect  of  the  Nazarenes  having  been  actually  bom 
in  Bethlehem,  where  the  Jews  knew  Messiah  should  be  bom. 
Matt.  u.  5.  This  is  attempted  by  another  remarkable  silence  with  regard  to 

the  massacre  at  Bethlehem.  Certainly  we  must  conclude  with 
Lardner,  that  he  who  knew  and  related  the  most  minute  events 
in  the  life  of  Herod  must  have  known  this  extraordinary  fact, 
and  must  have  thought  it  worth  recording,  had  he  not  had  some 
reason  for  preserving  silence,  which  certainly  was  not  love  to 
Merod. 

I  doubt  not  that,  for  the  same  reason,  he  makes  the  death  of 
Herod  the  king  to  have  been  before  the  taxing  by  Cyrenius. 
This  would  remove  the  cause  assigned  by  the  Evangelist  for 
Mary's  journey  to  Bethlehem. 

*  Lardner  gives  another  instance,  vol.  vii.  p.  136,  of  Josephus 
putting  off  with  a  jest  the  evidence  respecting  the  kingdom  of  Messiah. 

If  any  suppose,  with  Whiston,  that  the  passage  in  Josephus  re- 
specting our  Lord  is  genuine,  and  that  Josephus  was  an  Ebionite 
Christian,  who  rejected  all  the  commencements  of  the  Gospels  of 
Matthew  and  Luke,  the  argument  from  the  story  of  Anubis  comes 
with  still  greater  force. 


APPENDIX  II.  TO  CHAPTER  XIV. 


ON  ISAIAH,  CHAPTER  VII. 


If  the  ultra  candour  and  liberality  of  some  good  men  now-  Jatiah,  tU. 
adays  be  well  founded,  Josephus  need  not  have  troubled  him> 
self  about  the  prophecy  of  Isaiah,  ch.  vii,     Barnes  says  the 
prophecy  refers  to  some  event  which  was  soon  to  occur;  in 
proof  of  which  opinion,  he  says : — 

L  <'  That  it  is  the  obvious  interpretation."  This  I  cannot 
perceive.  If  the  prophet  only  meant  that  one  who  was  then  a 
virgin  should  shortly  conceive,  I  suppose  as  much  might  be 
said,  with  such  a  population  as  Judea  had,  every  day  in  the  yean 

2.  '^  Such  an  interpretation  is  demanded  by  the  circumstances 
of  the  case,'*  because,  Barnes  assumes,  that  the  point  of  inquiry 
was  not  the  ultimate  safety  of  the  kingdom ;  but  that  a  pledge 
was  given  of  there  being  no  reason  to  fear  the  impending  in- 
vasion. This  argument  Barnes  considers  unanswerable.  I  will 
answer  it  by  the  interpretation  which  I  shall  propose. 

3.  **  Isaiah  regarded  himself  and  children  as  signs  to  the 
people  of  his  time.**  This  is  doubtful ;  and  it  seems  contrary  to 
Heb.  ii.  18. 

4.  "  Another  unanswerable  reason"  for  referring  the  pro- 
phecy to  some  event  shortly  to  occur,  is  the  evident  connexion 
of  the  pledge,  ch.  vii.  16,  with  the  record  of  the  invasion, 
ch.  viii.  1-4.  This  seems  quite  contrary  to  the  fact,  for  ch.  viii* 
is  something  in  addition,  with  another  and  a  distinct  sign. 

The  key  to  the  true  interpretation  is,  I  apprehend,  the  re- 
lation which  the  prophecy,  ch.  vii.-xii.  has  to  the  fifth  and  sixth 
chapters.     In  ch.  v.  9,  we  have  the  first  allusion  to  Maher- 
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ArFKwpix  11.  shalalhashbaz,  "  Let  him  make  speed  [maher],  hasten  [hash]  his 
work/*  And  vcr.  25  is  the  choral  note  repeated,  ch.  ix.  12,  17, 
21;  X.  4. 

In  ch.  X.  5,  we  have,  in  allusion  to  Mahershalalhashbaz,  the 
charge  given  to  take  the  spoil  and  to  take  the  prey. 

To  the  name  Shearjashub,  ch.  x.  21,  xi.  11,  15,  allude,  and 
X.  21,  farther  connects  with  ix.  6,  "  The  mighty  God."  Thus 
the  two  sons  of  Isaiah  are  types  of  the  two  sets  of  children  of 
the  speaker,  ch.  viii.  ]6~18 ;  Heb.  ii.  13.  The  one  set,  those  in 
the  land  who  shall  spoil  their  spoilers ;  the  other  set,  the  remnant 
which  shall  return  to  the  mighty  God.  I  must  not,  however, 
enter  into  the  interpret  rati  on  of  the  whole  prophecy,  but  only 
justify  the  quotation  of  ch.  vii.  14. 

The  sign  is  not  directly  a  pledge  of  security  to  Ahaz  ;  were 

[saUh,Tli.)7-s5.  it  SO,  it  would  be  entirely  contrary  to  what  immediately  follows; 
nor  would  Ahaz  have  been  backward  in  fixing  the  Lord  to  his 
promise  of  safety,  had  it  been  one.  He  would  not  have  called  it 
tempting  the  Lord  to  confirm  his  promise  by  a  sign.  No,  the 
language  is,  I  will  not  tempt  the  Lord  to  fulfil  his  threatening. 

Ahaz,  aware  of  the  denunciations,  ch.  v.  5,  &c.  and  vi.  9-13, 
does  not  heed  them  until  he  sees  the  external  signs  of  a  gather- 
ing storm.  Like  too  many,  he  puts  as  much  trust  in  the  word 
of  God  as  he  would  in  a  discredited  witness,  he  will  take  its 
testimony  when  confirmed  by  outward  signs. 

Isaiah  is,  however,  sent  to  tell  "  the  house  of  David  *'  that 
Kezin  and  Pekah  shall  not  fulfil  the  prediction  of  chapter  vi., 
that  the  Lord,  moreover,  will  give  a  sign  which  shall  precede  the 
fulfilment.  This  the  king  says  he  will  not  tempt  the  Lord  by 
asking.  Nevertheless,  the  prophet  says,  he  shall  have  a  sign, 
and  he  gives  one  which  did  precede  the  falfilnventy  our  Lord 
reviving  the  prophecy  of  chapter  v.  in  Mark,  xii.  1-10.     Chap. 

Siau.xiu.  14,15.  ^i>  ^^^  ^^  quoted  at  least  three  times  in  the  New  Testament  as 

i^*^^'*   fulfilled  in  the  days  of  Messiah,  or  shorUy  after. 

I»fvii.i6.  ^  follow  Horsley  in  applying  verse  16  to  Immanuel.     His 

translation,  is  '^  Surelv  before  this  child  shall  know  to  refuse  evil 
and  set  his  choice  upon  good,  this  land  of  which  thou  art  the 
plague  shall  be  left  destitute  of  both  her  kings."  *  "  This  land," 
says  he,  '<  is  Palestine ;"  the  two  kings  he  refers  to  the  monarchs 

*  Henderson  gives  substantially  the  same  translation. 
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of  Judah  and  Israel.     But  Israel's  overthrow  is  mentioned  ver.  8, 

and  seems  to  be  too  remote  from  the  birth  of  Messiah  to  have  been 

referred  to  in  connexion  with  it.     I  do  not  see  why  we  should 

not  understand  it  of  Herod  and  Antipater,  who,  Josephus  tells 

us,  "  governed  the  nation  jointly  with  his  father,  being,  indeed, 

no  other  than  a  king  already."     Calling  the  eldest  son  and  heir  Ant.  zvU.  i,  i. 

to  the  kingdom  "  king,"  is  in  accordance  with  Scripture  language ;  Amos,  u.  i,  with 

and  this  is,  I  conceive,  alluded  to  in  Matt.  ii.  20,  "  They  are        ^ 

dead  which  sought  the  young  child's  life." 

Now,  I  am  bold  to  say,  that  this  interpretation  removes  all 
the  difficulties  which  are  supposed  to  beset  the  Messianic  inter- 
pretation. The  prophecy  does  consequently  press  most  heavily 
against  the  Jew.  Josephus  might,  therefore,  wisely  use  a  dis- 
creet silence  about  it. 


APPENDIX  III.  TO  CHAPTER  XIV. 


THE  GOVERNMENT  OF  PETRONIUS  IN  EGYPT. 


Aympix  III.  I  HAVE  attentively  read  what  Mr.  Greswell  says  upon  this 

subject,  but  I  cauDot  bring  myself  to  receive  his  view,  either 
respecting  the  year  in  which  Herod  sent  to  Petronius,  or  the 
order  in  which  he  places  the  governors  of  Egypt. 

After  harvest-time,  in  the  fourteenth  of  Herod,  he  sent  to 
Petronius,  u.c.  730,  B.C.  24.  About  harvest-time,  in  the  follow- 
ing year,  he  sent  500  men  as  auxiliaries  to  Caesar,  whom  ^lius 
Gallus  led  to  the  Red  Sea.  If  he  sent  them  in  the  latter  part 
of  u.c.  731,  the  expedition  would  not  have  been  before  u.c.  732. 
These  seem  the  dates  of  Josephus.  The  other  question  is 
already  discussed  by  M.  Coray  in  his  Geographie  de  Strabon. 

<<  The  three  first  governors  sent  into  Egypt  by  Augustus 
were  Cornelius  Gallus,  ^lius  Gallus,  and  Petronius.  The 
learned  all  agree  upon  the  names  of  these  governors,  but  differ 
concerning  the  order  of  succession  of  the  two  last ;  and  this 
because  Dion  Cassius  and  Strabo  are  not  of  the  same  opinion. 

'<  The  latter  distinctly  asserts,  that  it  was  during  the  expe- 
dition of  ^lius  Gallus  into  Arabia,  that  Petronius  opposed,  in 
Egypt,  the  incursions  of  the  Ethiopians,  who  sought  to  take 
advantage  of  the  diminution  of  the  Roman  army.  In  this  state- 
ment two  facts  are  asserted:  1st.  That  the  expedition  of  ^lius 
Gallus  and  the  attack  of  the  Ethiopians  were  simultaneous; 
2d.  That  Petronius  was  the  governor  of  Egypt. 

<<  Dion  Cassius,  on  the  other  hand,  separates  these  two  facts, 
and  fixes  them  in  different  epochs.  1st.  The  expedition  of  ^lius 
Gallus  happened  in  the  same  year  as  the  revolt  of  the  Asturians 
and  Cantabrians,  u.c.  730,  according  to  Varro,  b.c.  22.     2d.  The 
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attack  of  the  Ethiopians,  and  the  resistance  thereto  by  Petronius, 
took  place  two  years  later.  Dion  fixes  it  in  u.c.  732,  the  same 
year  as  the  second  revolt  of  the  Cantabrians.  The  difference 
between  the  two  historians  is  evident.  Pighius,  Henry  de 
Valois,  &c.  followed  Strabo;  but  more  modern  chronologists 
and  antiquarians  have  adhered  to  the  statement  of  Dion  Cassius. 
Among  them  we  may  name  Simson,  Wesseling,  and  Jean  Masson. 
Wesseling,  indeed,  says  that  the  text  of  Strabo  does  not  prove 
that  Petronius  preceded  ^lius  Gallus ;  though  no  one  who 
examines  the  words  used  by  this  historian  can  doubt  that  he 
represents  ^lius  Gallus  as  merely  a  general  or  praetor,  at  the 
very  time  that  Petronius  was  governor  of  Egypt. 

"  Thus  the  two  authorities  are  equally  positive  in  their  re- 
spective opinions,  although  their  claims  on  credibility  are  so 
different.  The  one  lived  280  years  subsequent  to  the  event  he 
relates ;  while  the  other  was  the  contemporary,  the  companion, 
the  friend  of  i^lius  Gallus,  under  whose  administration,  and  in 
whose  society  he  traversed  Egypt.  Who  can  hesitate  between 
them? 

'^  Dion  Cassius  has,  undoubtedly,  made  a  chronological  error, 
of  which  the  cause  can,  I  think,  be  discovered. 

"  We  must  observe,  that  both  the  accounts  agree  in  one 
respect ;  which  is,  that  the  invasion  of  the  Ethiopians  took  place 
in  the  year  in  which  the  revolted  Cantabrians  were  subdued  by 
Augustus.  According  to  Strabo,  who  makes  the  expedition  of 
Gallus  and  that  of  the  Ethiopians  contemporary,  these  two 
events  occurred  at  the  same  period  as  the  revolt  and  reduction 
of  the  Cantabrians ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  Dion  Cassius  de- 
scribes the  two  revolts  of  the  Cantabrians,  and  refers  to  each  of 
the  two  above-mentioned  events.  This  evinces  the  cause  of  his 
error.  1st.  He  knew  that  both  the  circumstances  had  relation 
to  a  Spanish  revolt.  2d.  He  knew  that  these  people  revolted 
twice,  and  that  with  an  interval  of  two  years.  3d.  He  knew 
also  that  the  campaign  of  Gallus  preceded  the  Ethiopian  war ; 
and,  in  fact,  although  the  two  events  happened  in  the  same  year, 
the  second  was  necessarily  somewhat  posterior.  From  these 
premises,  which  are  true,  he,  not  having  discerned  them  with 
sufficient  precision,  drew  the  conclusion,  that  each  of  the  two 
facts  referred  to  one  of  the  two  revolts  of  the  Cantabrians. 

''  This  fact  being  established,  it  only  remains  to  ascertain 
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ppMTDn  in.  which  of  the  two  revolts  bore  the  same  date  as  the  two  events 
here  spoken  about.  This  is  what  Strabo  settles,  by  adding,  that 
the  deputies  of  Candace,  sent  by  Petronius,  met  Augustus  at 
Samos  as  he  was  preparing  to  go  into  Syria.  I  have  already 
said,  that  this  voyage  was  undertaken  in  the  beginning  of  the 
spring,  u.c.  734  [b.c.  18] ;  that  is,  eighteen  months  or  two  years 
afler  the  second  revolt  of  the  Cantabrians. 

*^  But  the  language  of  Strabo  intimates  a  very  small  interval 
between  the  first  and  second  expedition  of  Petronius,  because  the 
new  attack  of  Candace  quickly  followed  his  departure.  A  space 
of  two  years  would  be  too  long  an  interval  between  the  first  revolt 
of  the  Cantabrians  and  the  voyage  of  Augustus  to  the  Levant ;  we 
must,  then,  refer  the  first  expedition  to  the  date  of  the  second 
revolt.  They  both  took  place  between  u.c.  732  and  734;  as 
also  did  the  expedition  of  iElius  Gallus,  which  lasted,  according 
to  the  account  given  by  Strabo,  about  fifteen  months ;  and  it  is 
thus  that  the  deputies  of  Candace  may  have  arrived  at  Samos 
in  the  winter,  that  is  to  say,  at  the  end  of  u.c.  734  [quaere 
u.c.  733?]. 

"I  conclude,  therefore,  1st.  That  iElius  Gallus  was  not 
governor  of  Egypt,  and,  consequently,  that  Strabo  did  not  travel 
into  that  country  till  after  u.c.  734,  and  not  in  u.c.  730 ;  and 
2d.  That  he  succeeded  to  Petronius." — Geographie  de  Strabo^ 
vol.  V.  p.  434,  translated. 

The  history  of  Josephus  seems  to  confirm  the  opinion,  that 
Petronius  preceded  iElius  Gallus. 

Dion  Cassius  being  well  acquainted  with  the  Roman  con- 
stitution and  laws,  and  writing  his  history  in  a  methodical 
manner,  has  much  more  credit  for  chronological  accuracy  than 
I  think  he  deserves. 


CHAPTER  XV. 


THE  HISTORY  OF  THE  EVANGELISTS. 


One  of  the  evils  which  have  flowed  from  the  restricted 
time  which  the  supposed  date  of  Herod's  death  occasions, 
is  the  arrangement  of  the  events  connected  with  the  birth 
of  our  Lord. 

It  appears  pretty  evident  that  our  Lord  was  in  his  Jesua  bom  some 

^^  .  time  before  the 

second  year  at  the  time  of  the  visit  of  the  Magi.  *'  Herod  death  of  Herod, 
inquired  of  them  diligently  what  time  the  star  appeared." 
**  Then  Herod.  • .  .slew  all  the  children  that  were  in  Beth- 
lehem,  and  in  the  coasts  thereof,  from  two  years  old  and 
under,  according  to  the  time  which  he  had  diligently 
inquired  of  the  wise  men."  Mat.  a.  le. 

Surely  the  Evangelist  leads  us  to  infer  that  the  Lord 
was  in  his  second  year  when  he  was  taken  to  Egypt, 
where  he  was  until  the  death  of  Herod.  Mat.  u.  15. 

Mann  says  it  has  been  an  old  tradition,  though  whence 
derived  unknown,  that  the  infant  Jesus  remained  in 
Egypt  two  years :  Epiphanius  believed  it.  If  that  be  so,  Mami,  p.  45. 
our  Lord  must  have  been  in  his  fourth  year  when  Herod 
died.  I  think  we  should  allow  three  years  from  the  birth 
of  the  Saviour  to  the  death  of  the  tyrant. 

But,  according  to  the  received  date  of  the  death  of 
Herod,  it  would  be  impossible  to  allow  so  long  a  period 
to  elapse  between  these  two  events ;  so  the  Magi  are  made 
to  visit  the  Lord  whilst  the  holy  family  were  still  in  Beth- 
lehem ;   but   that  is  not  affirmed  in  Scripture :   on  the 
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Lake,  ii.  39. 


Mat.  U.  2. 


Length  of  the 
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contrary,  I  think  we  are  forced  to  infer  that  they  were  at 
Nazareth. 

Mary  stayed  at  Bethlehem  forty  days  after  the  birth  of 
the  Lord,  neither  more  nor  less;  and  from  Jerusalem  they 
went  to  Nazareth. 

The  Magi  could  not  have  visited  the  holy  family 
before  that  time,  because  it  was  somewhere  about  two 
years,  according  to  the  diligent  inquiry  of  Herod,  since 
the  Magi  had  seen  the  star  indicating  the  birth  of  the 
King  of  the  Jews.  Nor  could  Joseph  have  gone  to  Je- 
rusalem after  the  visit  of  the  Magi,  as  that  would  have 
been  going  into  the  very  danger  he  was  warned  to  avoid. 

Herod  then  inquired  where  Messiah  should  be  born ; 
and,  being  told  Bethlehem,  he  naturally  directed  the  Magi 
to  Bethlehem ;  but  it  is  not  said  that  they  went  there. 
They,  coming  from  a  far  distant  land,  did  not  know  where 
Bethleham  was,  or  where  Nazareth  was ;  but,  when  they 
saw  the  star,  they  were  not  in  doubt  as  to  the  direction  in 
which  they  should  go.  They  following  it,  were  led  not 
to  the  stable  at  Bethlehem,  but  to  the  house  where  the 
child  and  his  mother  were. 

The  Magi*  did  not  again  return  by  Jerusalem,  but 
probably  returned  to  the  northward,  and  Joseph  took  the 
mother  and  child  to  Egypt. 

I  must  next  inquire  into  the  probable  length  of  the 
Baptist's  ministry  before  the  commencement  of  our  Lord's. 

By  understanding  the  fifteenth  of  Tiberius  to  be  the 
thirteenth,  the  advocates  of  the  received  chronology  are 
able  to  spare  six  months  for  the  exclusive  ministry  of 
John.  According  to  the  dates  which  I  have  adopted,  it 
must  have  continued  much  longer ;  which  opinion  is  the 
more  probable,  will,  therefore,  be  a  legitimate  inquiry. 


*  These  Magi  were,  I  doubt  not,  successors  of  the  chief  Magus, 
who  was  in  the  train  of  Nebuchadnezzar.  They  learned  from  the 
captives  in  Babylon  their  expectation  of  Messiah. 
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*'  John  did  no  miracle  ;**  the  character  of  his  ministry 
was  not  supernatural;  he  preached  the  doctrine  of  re- 
pentance, in  order  to  prepare  the  way  of  the  Lord ;  yet  he 
preached  to  all  the  people  of  Israel  before  the  coming  of  Acts,  xuu  24. 
the  Lord  ;  and  ''  there  went  out  unto  him  all  the  land  of 
Judea  and  they  of  Jerusalem,  and  were  all  baptized  of 
him  in  the  river  Jordan,  confessing  their  sins;"  and  the  Mark,  1.5. 
great  mass  of  the  people  was  baptized  before  the  Lord 
was.     Now  it  would  be  quick  work,  first  for  John  to  L«^e.  "*•  21. 
preach  to  all  the  people  of  Israel,  and  then  for  a  popu- 
lation  of  some  millions    to   confess   their  sins   and   be 
baptized  in  six  months. 

After  this  it  would  appear  that  the  Jews  universally 
rejoiced  for  a  season  in  the  light  of  John.     The  account  John.  v.  35. 
given  of  Herod  implies  that  he  saw  and  heard  John  upon  Mark,  vi.  20. 
several  occasions,  and  that  an  outward  reformation  was 
wrought  on  him,  which  continued  for  some  time ;  for  he   . 
did  many  things  in  conformity  with  John's  directions. 
This,  perhaps,  was  the  case  with  many  of  the  Jews. 

Then  came  a  state  of  suspense,  and  all  men  mused  in 
their  hearts  whether  John  was  the  Christ.  Is  it  probable 
that  this  state  could  have  been  produced  in  less  than  six 
months, —  first  the  occupation  of  the  minds  of  all  men, 
and  then  the  suspension  of  their  judgments  while  they 
ruminated  as  to  who  John  was? 

From  this  suspense  it  would  appear  that  the  Jews 
separated,  some  returning  to  the  Pharisees  and  others  Mat.  iz.  u. 
remaining  as  followers  of  John,  so  that  there  was  a 
known  and  acknowledged  body  of  people  called  John's  john,iu.  25; 
disciples,  which  gives  the  idea  of  a  lasting  ministry ;  and 
there  were  permanent  effects ;  for  some  years  after  we 
hear  of  disciples  made  before  our  Lord's  baptism  and 
still  remaining  John's  disciples.  Acta,  xix.  3, 4 ; 

Now  the  preaching  to  all  the  people  of  Israel ;  the 
^baptizing  of  all  Judea ;  the  universal  confession  of  sins ; 
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^^-  the  setaoQ  of  rgoicing  in  Jolm;  the  period  of  sospense; 
the  fomuition  of  an  acknowledged  body  of  disciples ;  all 
this  could  not  have  been  compressed  into  six  month8« 
But  it  may  be  said,  perhaps  it  was  a  little  longer ;  that, 
however,  cannot  be  admitted,  for  no  more  than  six 
months  can  be  conceded ;  either  it  most  be  compressed  in 
that  time,  or  the  dates  are  altc^ther  wrong. 

The  probability,  therefore,  is,  that  the  ministry  of  John 
commenced  considerably  above  six  months  before  that  of 
oar  Lord.     I  will  proceed  to  something  more  definite. 

From  John,  i.  12,  to  ii.  12,  the  Baptist  testifies  to 
Jesus,  and  the  Lord  works  his  first  miracle. 

This  brings  us  to  the  Passover,  ii.  13,  iiL  21. 

After  this,  Jesus  "  tarried**  with  his  disciples  in  Judea 
for  such  a  length  of  time,  that  the  current  of  popularity 
was  diverted  from  John's  baptism  towards  that  of  the 
ffi.ss,K.    Lord  Jesus. 

John  was  not  yet  cast  into  prison.  We  may,  however, 
infer  that  this  was  near  the  time  of  his  incarceration,  from 
the  Evangelist  saying  it  was  *'  not  yet." 

When  the  Lord  knew  that  the  Pharisees  were  aware 

of  his  increasing,  and  John's  decreasing,  he  departed  for 

Galilee,  and  went  through  Samaria.     Before  this  journey 

John  could  not  have  been  imprisoned ;  yet  the  date  of  it 

iT.35.        we  know  was  within  four  months  of  harvest. 

Taking  the  harvest  to  commence  at  the  time  of  Pass- 
over, which  is  the  very  earliest  date,  it  is  clear  that  eight 
months  had  elapsed  since  the  previous  Passover,  and,  of 
course,  it  was  above  eight  months  since  John  had  testified 
to  the  Lord,  and  above  eight  months  that  the  Baptist 
had  carried  on  his  ministry  contemporaneously  with  the 
Lord's. 

But  it  was  as  John  fulfilled  his  course  that  he  said, 
'*  Whom  think  ye  that  I  am  ?  I  am  not  he ;  but,  behold, 
there  cometh  one  after  me  whose  shoes  of  his  feet  1  am 
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not  worthy  to  loose."     I  arffue,  therefore,  that  a  period  Acts,xm.26; 

•^  o      '  ^  *  compare  John,  i. 

of  certainly  not  less  than  eight  months  is  embraced  in  ^e,  27. 
the  idea  of  the  close  of  John's  ministry ;  and  it  appears 
evident  that,  if  his  ministry  commenced  only  six  months 
before  the  Lord's,  this  idea  would  have  been  incorrect; 
for,  so  far  from  the  testimony  having  been  given  at  the 
close,  it  would  have  been  given  before  the  middle  of 
John's  ministry.  Instead  of  six  months  we  must  allow 
nearly  as  many  years,*  and  then  any  time  within  the  last 
year  might  with  propriety  be  said  to  occur  in  the  close  of 
his  ministry. 

But,  as  I  have  already  said,  if  John's  ministry  was  at 
all  more  than  six  months,  the  common  chronology  re- 
specting our  Lord's  birth  must  fall  to  the  ground ; 
and  we  have  nothing  left  but  the  account  of  Josephus 
for  the  time  of  the  Baptist's  death,  i.e.  circ»  spring, 
A.D.  36. 

I  should   think   it   not  improbable  that  John  com- 
menced  his  ministry  at  the  age  of  twenty-five,  which  see  Num.  Tiu.  24. 
would  about  agree  with  this  date.     I  must  now  make  a 
few  observations  upon  the  probable  length  of  our  Lord's 
ministry. 

*  "How  long  the  ministry  [of  John]  continued  is  uncertain.  Pro- 
bably it  lasted  several  years,  if  we  may  judge  of  its  duration  from  the 
greatness  of  its  effect,  the  preparation  of  the  people  for  the  reception 
of  Messiah  (Luke,  i.  16,  17;  Acts,  xiii.  24,  25).*'  —  Macknight, 
Prelim,  Obs,  ii. 

"  If  more  time  were  allowed,  one  would  reasonably  have  supposed, 
from  the  text,  that  John  had  begun  and  continued  his  baptizing  a 
considerable  time  before  Christ  came  to  be  baptized  of  him.  For  as 
Isaiah  and  Malachi  had  spoken,  much  of  the  preparation  that  he 
should  make  for  the  Messiah,  by  converting  the  people  to  repentance ; 
80  the  three  Evangelists,  who  give  the  history  of  Christ's  baptism  by 
him,  do  speak  of  things  that  might  seem  to  require  some  time,  as  done 
by  him  before  they  relate  his  baptizing  of  Christ,"  &c. — Wall's 
Defence  oflrfarU  Baptism^  vol.  iii.  p.  300. 

A  A    - 
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A  harmony  of  the  Gospels  is  not  necessarily  a  con- 
tinuous history  of  our  Lord's  ministry ;  the  Gospels 
supply  the  materials  for  a  harmony,  but  do  not  neces- 
sarily supply  materials  for  a  continuous  history.  We  can 
only  harmonize  what  we  have,  but  there  evidently  are 
breaks  in  all  the  four  Gospels;  and  there  is  no  evidence  that 
all  the  chasms  in  each  are  supplied  in  the  others. 

We  may,  therefore,  be  able  to  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  ministry  of  the  Lord  was  not  less  than  a  certain 
number  of  years,  but  we  can  only  arrive  at  a  probability 
that  it  was  not  more  than  a  certain  number  of  years.  We 
can  argue  from  what  we  have,  but  we  cannot  tell  how 
much  we  have  not.* 

Boyer  observes  that  commentators  and  harmonists 
have  done  the  Gospels  much  injury  by  contracting  the 
term  of  our  Saviour's  ministry.  For  thereby  they  have 
introduced  into  them  many  difficulties  which  would  have 
had  no  place  on  the  supposition  of  a  longer  period.  And 
the  farther  the  period  is  extended,  the  fuller  and  clearer  do 
the  gospel  histories  appear.  Christ's  ministry  is  generally 
confined  to  the  space  of  about  three  years;  but  Mr. 
Whiston  and  Sir  Isaac  Newton,  both  make  it  to  have 
lasted  five  Passovers,  &c.,  which  Gerhard  Mercator  first 
Boyer,  Prefkce.    discovcrcd,  as  Isaac  Casaubon  observes. 

To  these  names  Newcome  adds  some  other  great  au- 

Newcome, Second  thoritics:  Scaliffcr,  Stillingfleet,  Allix,  Wells,Whitby,  Mac- 
Letter  to  PHesUy,  .  . 
p.  147.              knight,  &c.    Spanheim  also  mentions  Calvisius;  Strauchius 

8t»jwachius. Brer,  adds,  Hclvicus,  CaHxtus,  Langius,  Decker,  &c. 


*  *'  Matt.  xi.  21.  Chorazin  is  mentioned  by  our  Lord  as  having 
been  the  scene  of  miracles,  which  would  have  converted  Tyre  and 
Sidon  from  their  idolatry.  Yet  none  of  the  Evangelists  speak  so 
much  as  of  one  miracle  wrought  there :  they  do  not  even  say  that 
Jesus  was  ever  in  that  town." — Macknight,  Obs,  11, 
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The  indications  of  time  are  positive  and  inferential.  indic»tton»  of 

^  time  positive 

"  I  give  weight,"  says  Newconie,  **  to  reasonable  implica-  w»d  inferential. 

cations  as  well  as  to  distinct  specifications.     I  consider 

the  manner  of  the  Evangelical  writers ;  I  learn  from  the 

comparison  of  them,  and  from  St.  John's  express  assurance, 

that  they  have  made  great  omissions."  second  Letter, 

f  ®  p.  142. 

Whiston  supposes  the  positive  signs  of  five  Passovers 
to  be :  the  first,  John,  ii.  13 ;  the  second,  John,  v.  1 ;  the 
third,  Matt.  xii.  Luke,  vi.;  the  fourth,  John,  vi.  4;  and 
the  fifth,  when  our  blessed  Lord  suffered.  But  respecting 
the  second  there  is  a  double  doubt.  Whether  it  be  a 
Passover,  and,  if  it  be,  whether  it  be  not  the  same  as 
Matt.  xii.  and  Luke  vi. 

Therefore  the  positive  indications  respecting  the  length 
of  the  Saviour's  ministry,  which  enable  us  to  determine 
its  minimum^  determine  that  it  could  not  have  lasted 
less  than  three  years'  time,  though  it  might  have  lasted 
more.  ^'^^^If®"*... 

vol.  iii.p.  411. 

The  other  indications  are,  I  fear,  of  such  a  nature,  that 
they  are  liable*  to  be  considered  more  or  less  convincing, 
according  as  they  may  agree  with  our  preconceived 
theory.     They  are : 

1.  The  more  or  less  distinct  intimations  of  feasts, 
among  which  I  class  John,  v.  1  ;  Luke,  xiii.  1 ;  Matt, 
xvii.  24. 

2.  The  allusions  to  the  seasons  of  the  year. 

3  The  time  occupied  by  our  Lord  in  preaching,  in 
travelling,  and  in  retirement. 

Closely  allied  to  this  are  the  indications  oi  place. 

4.  Other  allusions  to  time,  such  as  Luke,  xiii.  6-9, 
and  32,  33. 

5.  The  doctrinal  bearing  of  some  passages  upon  others, 
and  the  increase  of  light  in  the  minds  of  the  disciples, 
may,  perhaps,  be  used  also. 

6.  Lastly,  the  manner  in  which  the  four  Gospels  may 
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c«AFTo  XV.  be  harmonized  together.  These  heads  cannot  all  be 
handled  distinctly,  they  merge  often  one  into  the  other; 
and,  as  they  will  only  lead,  at  the  most,  to  what  is  pro- 
bable, and  not  to  what  is  positive,  I  shall  not  expend  mach 
time  upon  their  discussion. 
1' LttVt*ili'oMMi  ^"®  cause  why  it  is  difficult,  perhaps  impossible,  to 
mUoTaIiw  produce  any  thing  like  demonstration  respecting  the 
length  of  the  Lord's  ministry  arises  out  of  the  many  dif- 
ferent modes  of  harmonizing  the  Gospels,  some,  as  Sir 
Isaac  Newton  and  Macknight  making  Matthew's  Gospel 
the  basis;  others,  as  Pilkington  and  Greswell,  following 
St.  Luke.  These  views  again  would  be  modified  by  the 
determination  of  whether  one  Gospel  should  be  principally 
or  exclusively  our  guide. 

It  would,  moreover,  be  difficult  entirely  to  avoid  the 
question  of  inspiration.  I  could  not  assent  to  such  a  view 
of  the  plenary  inspiration  of  the  Gospel  narratives,  as  would 
destroy  the  nature  of  historical  evidence.  There  are  many 
passages  which  have  slight  differences,  and  at  the  same 
time  strong  coincidences ;  and,  if  we  deny  the  sameness  of 
an  event  in  two  Gospels,  because  the  discrepancies  are 
inconsistent  with  plenary  inspiration,  we  destroy  that  line 
of  evidence  in  historical  proof  arising  from  undesigned 
coincidences  in  independent  witnesses. 

The  first  instance  of  coincidence  without  design,  given 
^•TMityoftho  l>y  Blunt,  is  Luke,  v.  1-11,  with  Matt.  iv.  18-22;  yet 
.vMgt  some   may    take  such   a   view   of  the    plenary   verbal 

inspiration  as  to  deny  the  coincidence.  Others,  who 
would  in  all  instances  sacrifice  St.  Matthew's  order  to 
that  of  St.  Luke,  finding  this  passage  a  difficulty,  would 
give  up  the  coincidence  rather  than  their  theory,  though 
to  me  it  appears,  that  denying  the  coincidence,  robs  us  of 
this  kind  of  evidence  for  the  veracity  of  the  Gospels;  and, 
moreover,  creates  confusion  in  the  two  narratives.  It 
appears  to  me  more  probable  that  the  miraeulous  draught 
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of  fishes,  which  had  such  an  effect  upon  Peter,  was  an 
instance  of  Divine  power  which  he  witnessed  before  the 
recovery  of  his  mother-in-law. 

Whatever  may  have  been  the  Divine  purpose  in  leaving 
a  kind  of  uncertainty  over  some  points  in  the  order  of  the 
Gospel  history,  one  beneficial  effect  at  least  is  evident.  If 
all  things  were  distinctly  defined,  there  would  be  little 
room  for  the  exercise  of  a  candid  opinion,  and  little 
danger  of  forming  a  prejudicial  judgment.  It  is  in  the 
balance  of  probabilities  that  an  impartial  mind  displays 
itself;  but  if  one  comes  to  the  consideration  of  the  Gospel 
history  with  an  especial  object  in  view,  it  is  very  difficult 
not  to  be  warped.  With  the  consciousness  of  this  danger 
in  my  own  case,  I  will  state  what  appears  to  me  probable, 
leaving  it  to  others,  who  are  not  partisans,  to  decide. 

It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  either  St.  Matthew  or 
St.  Luke  can  be  undeviatingly  followed.     The  order  of 
the  temptation  in  Matthew's  Gospel  is  generally  preferred. 
The  history,  Luke,  iv.  16-30,  seems  to  me  too  early. 
"  Whatsoever  we  have  heard  done  in  Capernaum,"  seems  Luke,  ir.  2a. 
to  imply  more  miracles  than  the  healing  of  the  noble- John,  ly.  46, 54. 
man's  son;   for,  however  convincing  that  was  to  the 
nobleman  and  those  immediately  about  him,  who  inti- 
mately knew  the  facts,  the  miracle  was  performed  in  such 
a  manner  as  not  to  attract  any  general  attention  to  the 
Lord,  who  was  at  a  distance.     ''  Himself  believed  and  his 
whole  house,"  is  the  effect  said  to  have  been  produced ; 
and  we  cannot  from  the  circumstances  infer  any  more 
general  notice. 

Again,  I  think  the  tenor  of  our  Lord's  discourse  im-  Luke,  iv.  le-ao. 
plies  that  this  visit  to  Nazareth  occurred  after  he  had  Matt.  ly.  13. 
dwelt  in  Capernaum.     He  alludes  to  the  Gentiles  having 
received  the  light,  and  blessing,  and  privileges  of  his 
ministry.     This  must  be  after  Matt.  iv.   12-17,  which 
very  distinctly  marks  the  commencement  of  the  Lord's 
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riufTRft  xv._  miniHtry  in  the  neighbourhood  of  the  Gentfles.*  He 
then  intimates  that  the  same  blessings  which  had  de- 
Hccnded  upon  Capernaum  were  not  necessarilj  to  be  con- 
ferre<l  on  them  at  Nazareth.  Elias  was  seot  to  Sarepta, 
and   l^liseus  cleansed,  not  an  Israelite,  bat  Naaman  the 

Luk#.  If .  M.  87.    Syrian. 

])y  these  examples  our  Lord  defends  himself,  first,  fur 
residing  amongst  the  Gentiles ;  and  next,  for  what  he  had 
done  nt  Capernaum ;  for  he  prefaces  his  defence  with  these 
words,  ^*  Whatsoever  we  have  heard  done  in  Capemaam, 

Kttk«.w.  93.  j^  nj^Q  here."  He  had,  therefore,  already  healed  at  least 
one  leper,  and  cured  at  least  one  Gentile.  The  healing 
of  tlie  loper  is  mentioned  Matt.  viii.  2-4 ;  Mark,  i.  40-45; 
Luke,  V.  12-14.+  The  healing  of  the  Gentile,  I  appre- 
hend, relates  to  the  centurion's  servant.  Matt.  viii.  5-13, 
which  probably  was  tlie  first  instance  of  a  miracle  wrought 
by  our  Lord  on  a  Gentile ;  for  the  centurion  thought  it 
necessary  to  employ  the  elders  of  the  Jews  to  intercede 

!mko,vU.a.        for  him. 

This  line  of  reasoning  was  what  caused  the  anger  of 
the  nwn  of  Nazareth. 

Lukit,iv.  10.  I  must  own  also,  that  the  expression,  '*  As  his  custom 

*  Tt  is  HAid,  Matt.  iv.  13,  ^^  Leaving  Nazareth,  he  came  and  dwelt  at 
(^a]KTnaiiin,"  which  I  do  not  understand  to  imply  that  the  Lord  went 
to  Nazaretli  in  his  way  from  Judaea  to  Galilee;  but  that,  upon  his 
return  to  (lalilco,  he  did  not  make  Nazareth  his  home,  but  Caper- 
naum. I  suppoHo  tlie  journey  to  be  the  same  as  what  is  mentioned  by 
St.  tFohn,  chap.  iv.  44.  Jesus  departed  from  Sychar,  '*  and  went  into 
(xalilco,  for  «Johu8  himself  testified  that  a  prophet  hath  no  honour  in  his 
own  country."  Upon  which  Townsend  observes :  "  On  consulting  the 
map,  it  will  be  seen  that  our  Lord's  direct  road  from  Samaria  to  Cana 
in  Galilee  would  be  through  Nazareth.  He  is  supposed,  however,  by 
Archbishop  Newcome  to  have  come  by  another  route  in  order  to  avoid 
that  city  for  the  present,"  &c.  Our  Lord,  however,  may  have  gone 
through  Nazareth,  but  he  did  not  commence  his  public  ministry  until 
he  arrived  at  Capernaum. 

t  One  may  suppose,  from  St.  Luke's  saying  the  leper  was  in  a  dty, 
that  it  was  one  of  the  cities  of  the  Gentiles.    Compare  Numbers,  y.  2. 
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was,"  seems  to  imply  something  more  than  simply  his 
attendance  at  the  synagogue,  that  was  common  to  all 
Jews ;  and,  therefore,  to  him  who  fulfilled  all  righteous- 
ness, it  implies  that  his  custom  had  been  to  stand  up  and 
read,  as  is  stated  by  St.  Matthew.  This,  most  probably,  Matt.iy.23. 
was  after  he  commenced  his  public  ministry. 

There  are  in  the  Gospels,  if  I  may  use  the  term,  col- 
lective expressions,  and  then  narratives  of  particular  inci- 
dents, which  may  belong  to  any  part  of  the  time  embraced 
by  the  collective  expression.  The  present  passage  in 
Luke's  Gospel,  seems  to  belong  to  that  class:  chap.  iv. 
14-15,  is  collective,  "  He  taught  in  the  synagogues  of 
Galilee."  Then  from  verse  16-30  is  the  narrative  of  a 
particular  incident  which  happened  during  some  time  of 
the  Lord's  teaching  before  mentioned;  but  it  was  not 
necessarily  the  first  circumstance  which  occurred  in  that 
circuit. 

Macknight   makes   this   event   to   have   occurred  in  Harmony, 

,  ,  ,  p.  96.  4to. 

September.  At  which  time  the  portion  of  Scripture  read 
by  the  Lord  would  have  occurred  in  due  course.  This 
agrees  very  well  with  the  intimation  of  time  in  the  Sermon 
on  the  Mount,  and  the  allusion  to  the  new  wine  which 
follows. 

The  next  instance  of  transposition  is  the  recovery  of 
Peter's  mother-in-law.  We  must  examine  whether  it  was 
before  or  after  the  healing:  of  the  leper.     Luke  and  Mat- Luke,  y.ia-H; 

°  Till.  j-10. 

thew  mention  the  healing  of  the  leper  before  the  cure  of  M»tt.viii.»-4; 
the  centurion's  servant.  Matthew  mentions  the  cure  of 
Peter's  mother-in-law  after  both  of  these  events,  Luke  re- 
cords it  hefore  both ;  and  Ltike's  arrangement  is  strength- 
ened by  Mark,  inasmuch  as  he  mentions  the  healing  of 
Peter's  mother-in-law  before  the  healing  of  the  leper. 
Nevertheless  I  prefer  St.  Matthew's  arrangement. 

The  healing:  of  Peter's  mother  was  after  the  visit  tOLuke^iy.  i6,aQ» 
Nazareth.     I  have  already  stated   the   reasons  for  sup- 
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CHArm  XV.  posing  the  visit  to  Nazareth  could  not  have  been  so  early 
as  would  be  iuferred  upon  the  supposition  of  St.  Luke 
observing  the  order  of  time. 

Again,  in  Luke,  v.  12,  the  healing  of  the  leper  is  next 
in  order  after  the  miraculous  draught  of  fishes ;  but  that 
history,  we  have  already  seen,  is  too  late;  the  effect  of 
which  has  been  to  bring  the  cure  of  the  leper  too  late 
also. 

The  ''  order"  of  St.  Luke  is  not,  I  apprehend,  invari- 
ably the  order  of  a  chronicle,  but  an  order  of  subjects,  or 
a  grouping  of  events,  illustrative  of  some  particular  point 
of  doctrine.  I  think  we  may  discern  a  reason  why  the 
miraculous  draught  of  fishes  and  the  healing  of  the  leper 
are  grouped  together  by  St.  Luke. 

When  Peter  fell  on  his  knees  and  said,  '^  Depart  from 
Luk«.v.8.  me,  for  I  am  a  sinful  man,  O  Lord/'  he  gave  expression 
to  precisely  the  same  feeling  that  Isaiah  did,  when  he  said 
concerning  Jesus,  *'  Woe  is  me,  for  I  am  undone  ;  because 
1  am  a  man  of  unclean  lips,  and  I  dwell  in  the  aiidst  of  a 
people  of  unclean  lips ;  for  mine  eyes  have  seen  the  King, 
iM.vi.ft,  with     the  Lord  of  Hosts."    In  both  instances,  the  fear  expressed 

John,  xil.4l.  ... 

by  the  sinner  conscious  of  having  seen  the  Lord,  are  very 
similar,  only  Peter  expresses  in  plain  terms,  that  his  fear 
was  because  he  was  ''  a  sinful  man."     Isaiah  expresses 

Lev.xiii.45.  his  sinfulness  by  allusion  to  the  law  concerning  leprosy, 
the  evident  type  of  sin. 

Peter's  confession  of  the  Deity  of  Messiah  leads  the 
historian  to  record  another  remarkable  instance  of  similar 
discernment.  The  conduct  of  the  leper  plainly  proceeded 
from  his  perceiving  the  Deity  of  Messiah.     He  in  like 

Biatt.ym.3.  manner,  fell  on  his  face  (he  worshipped),  and  besought 
the  Lord,  saying,  "  Lord,  if  thou  wilt,  thou  canst  make 
me  clean."     What  is  the  answer  of  Jesus?     Does  he  say, 

2^ing!^y.7.  ''Am  I  God  to  kill  and  make  alive^  that  this  man  should 
ask  me  to  recover  him  of  his  leprosy?"  Does  he  even  say, 
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I  will  pray  the  Father  to  heal  him  ?  No,  he  justifies  the 
leper's  expectations,  declaring  that  by  his  own  sovereign 
will  the  power  shall  be  put  forth,  which  belongs  to  Deity 
alone.  He,  moreover,  tells  the  leper  to  shew  himself  to 
the  priests,  that  they  may  be  placed  in  the  dilemma  either 
of  breaking  the  law  of  Moses,  or  of  paying  Jesus  divine 
honours,  by  offering  to  the  healer  of  leprosy  the  sacrifices 
appointed  by  the  law. 

It  appears  possible  to  me,  that  the  feeling  expressed 
by  Peter,  so  similar  to  what  was  expressed  by  Isaiah, 
reminded  St.  Luke  of  the  prophet,  and  of  the  prophet's 
allusion  to  the  leprosy ;  this  brought  the  history  of  the 
leper  to  the  Evangelist's  recollection.  But,  as  this  may 
be  considered  fanciful,  I  have  not  rested  my  argument 
upon  it  in  the  slightest  degree.  I  only  maintain,  that  the 
two  histories  are  brought  together  because  they  afford 
remarkable  illustrations  of  the  Deity  of  Messiah  having 
been  seen  and  acknowledged. 

These  observations  are  preliminary  to  the  inquiry, 
whether  the  sermon,  recorded  by  St.  Luke,  chap.  vi. 
20-49,  be  the  same  as  that  mentioned  by  St.  Matthew, 
chap,  v.-viii.  1.  I  think  they  are.  The  reasons  in  favour 
are  fairly  stated  by  Tholuck  in  his  exposition  of  the  Sermon 
on  the  Mount.    They  are : 

1st.  The  commencement,  the  general  train  of  thought, 
and  the  conclusion  of  both,  perfectly  agree. 

2d.  That  in  both  Evangelists  the  discourse  appears  in 
the  same  historical  connexion,  for  in  both  the  healing 
of  the  centurion's  servant,  in  Capernaum,  immediately 
follows. 

Thus  far  I  have  been  led  by  the  internal  evidence  to 
follow  the  order  of  events  as  given  by  St.  Matthew ;  but, 
in  the  following  passage,  I  think  there  is  evidence  in 
favour  of  the  order  of  St.  Mark  and  St,  Luke  rather  than 
of  St.  Matthew. 
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iuX^7"»*^  St.  Mark  indicates  preciadj  the  tioie  of  cmsdng  w 

the  Gadarenes.     Bat,  besides  thmt,  we  get  anotfaer  iati- 

Marii,  m. «.  Illation  from  the  same  Evangelist ;  he  had  meotioDed  tlut 
our  Lord  commanded  '*  a  sonll  ship  should  wwit  br 
him."     This  must  be  prior  to  those  passages  whidi  spcMk 

MiM  iiutMiv  Mi4-  of  **  the  Hhip,*'  of  which  Matt.  viii.  23,  is  an  instance. 

*tii  »  Kir  Isaac  Newton  supposes  that  this  passage  of  the  lake 

was  during  the  autumnal  equinox.  That,  however,  cannot 
be  urged  in  favour  of  St.  Matthew's  arrangeoKnt,  fi>r  it 
occurs  in  Mark  and  Luke  in  just  as  saitable  a  time  of 
year  as  it  does  in  Matthew :  for,  probably,  it  was  during 

AiAfk,  iv.ii  M.     the  HO  wing  season. 

The  next  quf^stion  is,  whether  we  shonld  follow  St. 
Matthew,  or  the  other  Evangelists,  in  the  raising  of  Jairos's 
daiigliter.  I  prefer  St.  Matthew,  who  gives  a  verjr  decided 
intiiimtion  of  the  immediate  connexion  with  the  preceding 
context ;  and  he  was  likely  to  be  vividly  impressed  with 
the  (svciitH  which  occurred  at  the  time  when  he  himself 
watt  flrrtt  called  to  follow  his  Lord. 

1  think,  moreover^  that  there  is  evidence  of  Luke,  viii. 
41,  &c.  and  Mark,  v.  22,  being  too  late  to  admit  of  the 

Mult.  %\.  ft.  idea  that  they  are  given  in  the  order  of  time.  According 
to  Ht.  Matthew,  our  Lord,  in  his  answer  to  John,  refers  to 
the  miracle  of  raising  Jairus's  daughter;  for  he  does  not 
mention  the  miracle  performed  on  the  widow's  son  at 

uiM,  vii.99.  Main.  St.  Luke  also  mentioning  that  the  dead  are  raised 
up  would  make  two  instances  more  suitable  to  the 
language  than  only  one.  Luke,  viii.  41 ,  therefore,  should 
be  before  Luke,  vii.  22. 

The  next  circumstance  is  the  cure  of  the  dumb  man. 

Mfttt.u.89.  As  St.  Matthew  gives  the  connexion  with  what  precedes, 
and  St.  Luke  introduces  it  without  any  connexion  with 

Lake,xi.  14.26.   the  preceding  context,  I  follow  the  order  of  St.  Matthew. 

The  next  circumstance  to  be  examined,  is  the  mission 

Mfttt.z.i;  xi.  1.  of  the  twelve.     Matthew  puts  it  before  John  sent  to  Jesus, 
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«ind  before  the  Passover.    Mark  puts  it  after  the  Passover.  Matt.  xu. 

'^  Biark,  it  23-28 

Luke  puts  it  after  the  Passover  and  after  John's  messagre ;  Luke,  vi.  i-6; 

viii.  17. 

find  Luke  expressly  mentions  the  twelve  as  being  with 

Jesus  about  the  time  of  the  parable  of  the  sower.  Luke,  vui.  3. 

It  will  be  desirable  to  inquire  as  to  the  place  whence 
our  Lord  sent  the  twelve.  St.  Matthew  marks  that  the 
mission  of  the  twelve  originated  from  the  Lord  observing 
the  multitude  as  sheep  without  a  shepherd,  he  was,  there-  Matt.  ix.  36. 
fore,  in  the  country  which  was  to  be  the  field  of  labour 
for  the  apostles. 

It  was  not  to  be  in  the  way  of  the  Gentiles ;  it  was 
not  in  the  neiorhbourhood  of  Chorazin,  &c.  for  the  Lord  compare  Matt. 

*f  '  be.  37, 38,  with 

anticipated  a  rich  harvest;  nor  was  it  to  be  in  any  city  of  ^•*^2*- 
the  Samaritans ;  but  it  was  to  be  through  the  cities  of 
Israel.     The  mission,  therefore,  was  not  to  be  through  liatt.  x.  s.  6. 23. 
Galilee  of  the  Gentiles,  nor  Samaria,  but  through  Judaea. 

There  is  an  allusion.  Matt.  x.  29,  which  I  have  long 
fancied  intimated  the  Lord's  proximity  to  Jerusalem. 
The  train  of  thought  in  his  mind  seems  to  arise  from  the 
law  of  the  leper,  who,  upon  his  cleansing,  was  to  offer 
two  sparrows,  and  subsequently  to  shave  off  all  the  hair  Lev.xiv.*^. 
of  his  head,  beard,  and  eyebrows.  We  may  imagine  Christ, 
passing  near  where  the  sparrows  for  the  offering  of  the 
leper  were  exposed  for  sale:  the  idea  originates  in  his 
mind,  first  of  God's  general  providence  over  all  his  crea- 
tures ;  of  the  two  sparrows  one  was  taken  and  killed,  the 
other  dipped  in  the  running  water  and  suffered  to  escape  ; 
yet  which  should  die  and  which  escape  was  under  God's 
superintendance.  The  thought  then  runs  on  to  the  cere- 
monial ordinance  for  which  the  sparrows  were  appointed, 
and  so  to  the  last  act  in  cleansing  the  leper,  the  shaving 
off  the  hair;  and  this  gives  rise  to  the  illustration  of 
God's  special  providence  over  his  children,  those  who 
are  cleansed,  "even  the  very  hairs  of  their  head  are  »iatt.  x.  29, 30. 
numbered."     A    similar  illustration   is   reported  by   St. 
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ceAFTn  XV.  Luke.  I  suppose  our  Lord  was  at  that  time  also  in  the 
neighbourhood  of  Jerusalem. 

It  would  take  some  time  for  the  apostles  to  fulfil  their 

utt.  X,  S3.  mission.  They  were  to  "  finish  the  cities  of  Israel."  Ac- 
cordingly they  went  through  the  towns  preaching  the 

Aike,u.6.  Gospel  and  healing  every  where.  But  Mark  and  Luke 
bring  the  end  of  the  mission  into  close  connexion  with  the 
beginning ;  the  only  incident  mentioned  between  is  the 
death  of  John  the  Baptist.  Matthew  makes  the  circuit 
of  the  twelve  to  have  lasted  about  a  year,  for  the  mission 
was  before  the  Passover,  chap,  xii.,  and  the  return  was 
apparently  shortly  before  the  Passover,  chap.  xiv. 

Halt,  xi  2-19.  At  this  time,  according  to  Matthew,  John  sent  to 

Jesus.  Luke  mentions  John's  message  immediately  after 
the  miracle  of  raising  the  widow's  son  at  Nain ;  but  it 
must  have  taken  some  time  for  the  rumour  to  have  reached 

oMphiu,  Ant.  John  in  prison  at  Machaerus,  and  for  him  to  have  sent  his 
disciples,  in  consequence,  to  the  Lord.  Luke,  therefore, 
groups  the  two  events  together,  the  one  being  dependent 
upon  the  other. 

dait.  «i.  21.  According  to  Matthew  our  Lord  then  began  to  upbraid 

Chorazin  and  Bethsaida.  St.  Mark  tells  us  that,  before 
healing  the  blind  man  of  Bethsaida,  the  Lord  leads  him 

liurk,  Tiu.  23-26.  out  of  the  towu  ;  and  after  the  cure  he  charges  him  not 
to  go  into  the  town,  nor  to  tell  it  to  any  one  of  the  town. 
This  is  very  easily  accounted  for,  by  the  fact  of  its  being 
after  the  woe  denounced  against  Bethsaida,  Matt.  xi.  21 ; 
but  it  is  difficult  to  assign  a  reason,  if  the  woe  was  not 
denounced  until  Luke,  x.  13,  &c. 

We  are  now  brought  by  St.  Matthew  to  the  season  of 
the  Passover;  and,  whilst  there  appears  some  doubt  as 
to  the  exact  sequence  of  events  in  St.  Luke's  Gospel,  Sir 
Isaac  Newton's  argument  for  their  regular  succession  in 
St.  Matthew's  Gospel  comes  with  considerable  force  to 
my  mind.     The  Sermon  on  the  Mount  was  during  the 
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time  of  lilies,  and  when  the  grapes  were  clustering  on  Matt.  ▼1.28; 
the  vines.  The  tempest  going  to  Gergesa  he  supposes  to 
intimate  the  autumnal  equinox.  I  have  already  men- 
tioned my  doubt  with  respect  to  that.  I  would  mention 
instead,  the  allusion  to  putting  unfermented  wines  into 
the  skins,  which  seems  to  mark  an  operation  then  Matt.  ix.  17. 
going  forward.  Lastly,  we  have  the  approach  to  the 
Passover.  One  allusion  might  prove  nothing,  but  a  suc- 
cession in  the  regular  order  of  the  seasons  carries  great 
weight.* 

According  to  this  view,  the  arrangement  would  be  as 
follows :  — 

1.  Passover,  John,  ii.  13. 

2.  Four  months  from  harvest,  John,  iv.  35. 

3.  Summer,  Matt,  v.-vii. 

4.  New  wine  after  Tabernacles,  Matt.  ix.  17. 
6.  Passover,  Matt.  xii.  1-8. 

If  this  arrangement  is  correct,  there  clearly  must  have 
been  a  passover  between  that  of  John,  ii.  13,  and  that  of 
Matt.  xii.  Some,  however,  would  set  aside  the  evidence 
from  John,  iv.  35,  but  I  subscribe  to  Pilkington,  who  Piudngton,  Har. 

1  .  Note  on  5  Iv. 

says,  '^  I  know  what  forced  and  unnatural  constructions 
have  been  put  upon  these  words,  in  order  to  make  them 
subservient   to,   or  reconcilable   with,  particular  hypo- 

*  The  account  given  by  the  fathers  of  the  origin  of  the  three 
Gospels  would  lead  us  to  expect  more  historical  order  in  St.  Matthew*s 
Grospel,  Bnd  a  groajHng  of  events  which  occurred  at  the  same  place, 
or  to  the  same  individual,  or  illustrative  of  particular  points  of 
doctrine,  in  the  Gospels  of  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke ;  for  Matthew, 
among  the  Jews,  published  a  written  Gospel  in  their  own  language, 
while  Peter  and  Paul,  when  they  established  the  Church  at  Rome, 
preached.  However,  after  their  exit,  Mark,  the  disciple  of  Peter  »id 
his  interpreter,  himself  delivered  to  us  in  writing  all  the  things  that 
had  been  preached  by  Peter.  Luke,  Ukewise  the  particular  follower 
of  Paul,  committed  to  a  book  the  Grospel  preached  by  Paul.  —  See 
Jo]fES*s  Vindication. 
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CHAtTo  XV.  theses ;  but  I  am  always  averse  to  rejecting  the  literal 
sense  of  a  passage  without  a  manifest  necessity  or  a  very 
substantial  reason,  neither  of  which  can,  I  think,  be 
alleged  here." 

It  may  be  asked,  what  was  to  occupy  the  Lord  from 
four  months  before  harvest  to  the  midsummer  of  the 
following  year,  when  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount  was 
preached?     ''Jesus  went  about  all  Galilee  teaching  in 

Bfatt.iT.23.        their  synagogues.'*     ''He  preached  in  their  synagogues 

MArk,i.s9.        throughout  all  Galilee.*'     Now  the  preaching  in  the  sy- 

ifArk,Ti.2;Luke,  nagogues  must  have  been  confined  to  the  Sabbath-days; 

Act«.W.  u;44.  and,  according  to  Greswell,  there  were  upwards  of  200 
towns  and  villages  in  Galilee,  the  average  population  of 
each  being  15,000,  and,  therefore,  too  important  to  be 
overlooked.  But  suppose  we  do  not  take  it  to  the  very 
letter,  and  admit  that  our  Lord  preached  in  one  half  of 
the  synagogues  "  throughout  all  Galilee.'*  As  there 
were  probably  very  few  of  these  cities  within  a  Sabbath- 
day's  journey  of  each  other,  we  must  allow  a  couple  of 
years  to  accomplish  this;  and  if  we  reduce  the  number 
to  one-fourth,  the  preaching  would  occupy  a  year: 
there  is,  therefore,  no  difficulty  in  disposing  of  the 
time,  nor  would  there  be  a  much  longer  period  at  our 
disposal. 

Before  determining  where  John,  chap.  v.  should  come 
in  the  harmony,  I  must  explain  what  I  suppose  St.  Luke 
intends  by  the  expression,  "  the  second  first  Sabbath,"  or 

Luke,  vi.  1.         "  the  sccoud  prime  Sabbath." 

If  we  find  a  peculiar  expression  in  the  New  Testament, 
it  seems  rational  to  look  for  its  elucidation  in  the  Hebrew 
idiom.  Now,  for  the  expression,  "  a  prime  Sabbath,"  we 
have  the  exact  counterpart  in  the  Hebrew  idiom^  "  a 
Sabbath  of  Sabbatism,"  or,  as  Weemse  says,  "  an  excel- 

xxiilas!    *       lent  Sabbath."    This,  as  far  as  I  know,  was,  with  the. 
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exception  of  the  Day  of  Atonement,  the  distinctive  appel- 
lation of  the  weekly  Sabbath.* 

In  this  case,  the  Day  of  Atonement  is  clearly  excluded  : 

1.  Because  the  Day  of  Atonement  is  alone  and  unique, 
and,  therefore,  could  not  be  "  the  second." 

2.  Because  the  time  of  year  was  unsuitable,  this 
Sabbath  being  before  the  corn  was  cut. 

3.  Because  another  Sabbath  like  in  kind  is  mentioned 
in  the  sixth  verse  of  the  same  chapter  of  Luke,  which 
clearly  was  a  weekly  Sabbath ;  Luke,  vi.  1,  therefore, 
evidently  denotes  a  weekly  Sabbath. 

If,  then,  the  prime  Sabbaths  simply  denote  the  weekly 
Sabbaths,  ''  the  second  prime  Sabbath "  must  be  the 
second  weekly  Sabbath  in  the  ecclesiastical  year. 

The  next  question  is,  why  does  St.  Luke,  in  this 
passage,  make  use  of  this  unusual  expression?  I  answer 
that  we  could  not  come  to  a  correct  knowledge  of  the 
circumstance  without  this  very  fact,  that  it  transpired  on 
the  second  Sabbath  of  the  month  Abib. 

We  do  not  give  due  credit  to  the  Pharisees  for  the 
subtlety  of  their  questions,  nor  to  the  Lord  for  the  pro- 
found wisdom  of  his  replies,  if  we  suppose  the  questions 
propounded  were  simple  questions,  and  not  in  the  nature 
of  a  dilemma  or  a  snare.  For  example,  when  asked  if 
lawful  to  pay  tribute,  had  he  said  "Yes,"  they  would 
have  deprived  him  of  his  popularity  with  the  people,  who 
would  not  acknowledge  a  token  of  subjection;  had  he 
said  "  No,"  they  would  have  accused  him  to  the  Romans 
for  sedition.  Again,  had  he  told  them  not  to  stone  the 
woman  taken  in  adultery,  they  would  have  shewn  his 
opposition  to  Moses ;  had  be  told  them  to  stone  her,  they 

♦  See  Ex.  xvi.  23,  "  To-morrow  is  the  Sabbatism,  the  Sabbath  of 
holiness  to  Jehovah.''  Ex.  xxxi.  15,  ''In  the  seventh  day  is  the 
Sabbath  of  Sabbatism,  holiness  to  Jehovah."  Lev.  xxiii.  3,  "  In  the 
seventh  day  [shall  be]  a  Sabbath  of  Sabbatism.** —  Aiwswoeth. 
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caApmxv.  would  have  accused  him  to  the  aathoritieB  fiir 
the  power  of  life  and  death.  So,  in  the  preaent 
there  was  a  trap  likewise. 

'Ihe  second  prime  Sabbath  would  fidi  on  some  day 
L«v.  bmui.  ift.  between  the  eighth  and  fourteenth  of  Afatb;  the  wave 
offering  was  on  the  sixteenth  of  Abib,  befi>re  which  day 
no  one  might  eat  '^  bread  or  parched  coiHy'*  or  **ffrea 
uv. lakii.  14.  ears;**  it  was  the  Lord's  harvest,  and,  until  the  offering 
of  the  wave  sheaf,  in  acknowledgment  of  soch,  it  was 
dedicated  and  holy  unto  the  Lord. 

St.  Luke  carefully  notes  two  things, —  the  Disciides 
plucked  and  rubbed  the  ears  of  com  with  their  hands, 
and  then  eat  them.  Now,  had  Messiah  defended  his 
Disciples  only  from  the  breach  of  the  Sabbath  by  the 
manual  labour,  the  Pharisees  would  have  retorted.  Ah! 
but  it  was  sacrilege,  your  Disciples  eat  that  which  was 
dedicated;  had  he  defended  them  from  sacril^e,  they 
would  have  retorted,  that  it  was  a  breach  of  the  day  of 
rest  in  rubbing  the  ears  of  com.  How  then  does  the 
Wisdom  of  God  proceed  ?  He  rebuts  the  charge  of  sa- 
crilege from  the  plea  of  necessity,  and  instances  David, 
who  eat  that  which  was  dedicated ;  this  he  did  by  per- 
i.sxi.fl.  mission  of  the  high-priest;  and  the  Jews  admit  that  he 
was  justified.  The  Lord  then  justifies  the  breach  of  the 
day  of  rest^  from  the  service  of  the  true  temple :  theirs 
was  a  breach  of  rest  necessarily  attendant  upon  the  service 
of  the  true  God. 

It  will  be  perceived  that,  had  not  St.  Luke  told  us  the 
precise  day  of  this  event,  we  should  not  have  understood 
our  Lord's  reply ;  but  the  point  important  to  our  present 
inquiry  is,  that  this  event  must  have  occurred  in  the  week 
before  and  not  after  the  Passover. 

We  should  not,  perhaps,  have  suspected,  from  reading 
Matt.  xii.  9,  and  Mark,  iii.  1,  that  there  was  some  space 
of  time  between  the  plucking  of  the  ears  of  corn  and  the 
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healing  of  the  withered  hand ;  but  Luke,  vi.  6,  clearly 
shews  that  there  was  some  time,  though  how  long  a  time 
he  does  not  inform  us. 

I  have  already  mentioned  my  supposition  that  our 
Lord  was  at  this  time  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Jerusalem; 
and  I  conceive  it  possible  that  John,  v.  1,  mentions  sum- 
marily the  journey  of  which  I  have  gleaned  intimations 
from  Matthew. 

The  feast  might  have  been  the  Passover,  or  possibly 
Pentecost,  for  the  "  certain  season,"  at  which  the  im- 
potent folk  stepped  into  the  water,  would,  with  equal 
probability,  be  the  warmer  season.  And  there  is  very 
little  intimation  of  time  after  this  before  the  next  Pass- 
over, Matt.  xiv.  Whilst  the  Apostles  were  absent,  little  of 
what  transpired  is  recorded. 

At  this  time  I  conceive,  from  John,  v.  35,  the  Baptist 
was  dead;  and  to  me  it  appears  possible  that  the  cru- 
cifixion of  the  Lord  was  the  second  Passover  after,  as  I 
will  proceed  to  shew. 

An  important  part  of  the  Gospel  history,  with  regard  Pwaover,  Matt. 

r  r  r  J '  o  3dv.,  a  convenient 

to  a  harmony,  is  Matt.  xiv.  13,  &c. ;  Mark,  vi.  30,  &c. ;  ^^^~"- 
Luke,  ix.  10,  &c. ;  and  John,  vi.  1,  &c. ;  for  this  is  the 
only  point  until  the  close  of  our  Lord's  ministry,  at  which 
all  the  four  Gospels  coincide ;  as,  moreover,  we  know  the  ^^^  ^-  <• 
season  of  the  year,  it  makes  a  convenient  division  of  the 
history,  and  simplifies  the  arrangement. 

According  to  most  harmonists,  the  Passover  men- 
tioned in  this  passage  was  but  one  year  before  our  Lord's 
passion.  According  to  Greswell's  arrangement,  I  should 
think  this  doubtful. 

The  feast  of  dedication  mentioned,  John,  x.  22,  com- 
menced the  twenty-fifth  of  Chislew,  and  lasted  eight 
days;  it  was,  therefore,  about  three  months  and  a  half 
before  the  Passover.     I  ask,  then,  whether  this  feast  of 

B  B 
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.  CHAfTP  XV.  dedication  could  have  been  so  short  a  time  before  tbc 
Crucifixion  ? 

joiiii,z.4o.  After  the  dedication,  Jesus  went  awaj  again  beyond 

Jordan  into  the  place  where  John  at  first  baptised ;  this 

jobn,i.».  was  far  north,  and  probably  not  far  from  Bethsaids. 
Lightfoot  marks  Bethabara,  north  of  the  Sea  of  Galilee; 
but  probably  it  was  near  the  passages  of  Jordan.  The 
Lord  went  to  this  distant  place  for  safety,  and  there  "  he 
abode  ;'*  an  expression  which  denotes  some  time;  and  we 
know  it  was  time  enough  for  many  to  resort  to  him,  tor 
him  to  work  many  miracles,  and  for  many  to  be  brought 
to  believe  on  him  there. 

After  the  Lord's  abode  at  Bethabara,  St.  John  records 
the  visit  to  Bethany,  a  journey  apparently  of  three  or 

John,  xi.  14, 17.    four  days  from  where  the  Lord  then  happened  to  be. 

The  effect  of  raising  Lazarus  was  that,  ^*  from  that  day 
forth  they  took  counsel  together  for  to  put  him  to  death.*' 
In  consequence  of  their  intention^  ''Jesus  walked  no  more 
openly  among  the  Jews,  but  went  thence  unto  a  country 
near  to  the  wilderness,  into  a  city  called  Ephraim,  and 

T«r.64.  there  continued  with  his  Disciples."     Ephraim  was  ap- 

parently so  situated,  that  the  Lord  could  continue  walking 
among  the  Jews,  though  not  openly,  and,  if  necessary,  he 
could  thence  retire  into  the  wilderness. 

Now,  unless  it  be  Luke,  xvii.  11,  none  of  the  Gospels 
directly  takes  up  the  history  at  the  point  where  St.  John 
here  leaves  it.  Greswell  arranges  his  harmony  so  that 
this  secreting  of  himself  must  have  been  before  the  Lord 

Luke, iz. 51.       ''steadfastly  set  his  face  to  go  to  Jerusalem ;"  but,  as  our 

Liikt,iz.62.       Lord  was  north  of  Samaria  when  he  set  out  upon  this 

journey,    and    south    of  Samaria    when    continuing  at 

Ephraim,  there  is  some  unknown  space  of  time  in  our 

Lord's  history  not  touched  upon  by  any  of  the  Evangelists. 

Before,  however,  I  pursue  this  farther,  I  would  ask^ 
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Is  it  probable  that  all  recorded  from  John,  x.  22,  to  xii, 
1,  and  from  Luke,  ix.  61,  to  the  end  of  the  twenty-first 
chapter,  could  liave  been  compressed  within  the  space  of 
three  months,  which  is  the  time  embraced  between  the 
end  of  the  feast  of  dedication  and  six  days  before  the 
passover,  when  the  Lord  was  again  at  Bethany  ? 

The  journey  to  Bethabara ;  the  abode  at  Bethabara ; 
the  journey  to  Bethany;  the  effect  of  the  miracle  in  many 
being  brought  to  believe ;  the  subsequent  determination  of 
the  Pharisees,  and  their  efforts  from  that  day  forth  to 
kill  the  Lord  of  Glory ;  the  departure  of  Jesus  from  the 
neighbourhood ;  his  going  to  Ephraim,  and  continuing 
there  with  his  Disciples ;  then  some  unknown  period ; 
after  which  we  find  the  Lord  in  Galilee  preparing  to 
make  his  progress  south ;  his  appointment  of  the  seventy, 
who,  during  their  progress,  abide,  as  is  implied,  in  dif- 
ferent cities  for  a  time;  and,  after  this,  the  departure  ofL«ke.x.7. 
the  Lord  himself  through  the  cities  and  villages,  teaching 
and  journeying  towards  Jerusalem. 

It  may  be  difficult  to  say  what  time  should  be  allowed 
for  the  abode  at  Bethabara,  or  the  continuance  at 
Ephraim ;  but,  if  we  do  not  give  a  considerable  space 
specially  to  the  residence  at  Ephraim,  we  are  involved  in 
this  difficulty.  The  public  progress  to  Jerusalem,  the 
seventy  going  before,  and  innumerable  multitudes  at- 
tending the  Lord,  the  avowed  purpose  being  to  suffer 
death,  would  be  within  a  few  days  of  the  time  that  John 
tells  us  Jesus  walked  no  more  openly  in  Judea,  because 
the  Jews  sought  to  kill  him.  I,  therefore,  do  not  hesitate 
to  say  that  it  appears  most  probable,  from  the  harmony 
of  Greswell,  that  the  feast  of  dedication,  John,  x.  22,  was 
more  than  three  months  before  the  last  Passover ;  but,  if 
it  was  more  than  three  months,  it  must  have  been  as 
much  as  fifteen  months ;  and  that  will  add  another  year 
to  the  Lord's  ministry. 
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CHArro  XV.  Hitherto  I  have  argued  upon  the  supposition  of  there 

being  no  transpositions  in  this  part  of  St.  Luke's  Gospel  ; 
but,  as  in  the  former  part  of  the  Grospel  we  had  reason  to 
suppose  transpositions,  it  will  be  desirable  to  see  whether 
there  be  not  some  in  this  part  also ;  and  in  that  case, 
whether  the  events  may  not  be  so  arranged  as  not  to 
extend  the  Lord's  ministry  another  year. 

He  inuitflgiira.  The  period  of  the  transfiguration  seems  to  have  been 
the  great  turning  point  in  the  history  of  our  Lord ;  before 
that  time  he  does  not  appear  to  have  given  up  all  hopes 
of  winning  the  nation,  and  he  avoided  exposing  himself 

att. xvi.2i.  to  the  last  extremity;  but  a  week  before  the  transfigura- 
tion he  announced  to  the  disciples  that  he  must  go  to 
Jerusalem  to  sufier ;  and  I  think  this  annunciation  of  his 
intention  of  going  to  Jerusalem  for  that  end,  was  after  the 

hii,z.  40.  visit  to  Jerusalem  at  the  feast  of  tabernacles,  and  his 
retirement  from  thence  at  the  time  of  the  dedication,  in 
order  to  frustrate  the  intention  of  the  Jews  of  putting  him 
to  death. 

Three  out  of  the  four  Gospels  record  the  transfigura- 
tion and  the  events  connected  with  it.  The  same  three 
Gospels  again  coincide  in  mentioning  that  infants  were 
brought  to  the  Lord. 

The  question,  therefore,  is  how  to  arrange  between 

Matt,  from  chap.  xvii.  24,  to  xix.  12. 
Mark,         —  ix.  33,  -      x.  12. 

Luke,         —  ix.  46,  -xviii.  14. 

We  must  also  examine  whether  our  Lord's  retirement 
from  Jerusalem  during  the  feast  of  dedication,  as  nar- 
rated by  St.  John,  can  be  woven  into  this  part  of  the 
Gospel  history ;  whether,  in  short,  he  retired,  in  order  to 
save  his  life,  before  or  after  he  announced  his  intention  to 
go  to  Jerusalem  to  sufier. 

Newcome  makes  a  separation  between   the   end  of 
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Matt,  xviii.  and  the  commencement  of  Matt,  xix.,  and 
there  introduces  Luke,  from  chap.  x.  1,  to  xviii.  14,  and 
John,  from  chap.  vii.  2,  to  xi.  64. 

Greswell  makes  a  similar  division  in  the  same  place, 
introducing  Luke,  from  chap.  ix.  61,  to  xvii.  19,  and 
John,  from  chap.  vii.  2,  to  xi.  64. 

But,  surely,  there  is  a  great  objection  to  this  arrange- 
ment.    Matthew  says  that,  "when  Jesus  had  finished  Matt.  xix.  i. 
these  sayings,  he  departed  from  Galilee  and  came  into  the 
coasts  of  Judea  beyond  Jordan."     But  if  Mr.  Greswell  be 
correct,  after  Jesus  had  ended  these  sayings,  but  before 
he  left  Galilee  for  the  coasts  of  Judea  beyond  Jordan,  he 
went  to  Jerusalem  for  the  feast  of  tabernacles ;  he  was  john, mi.  lo. 
at  Jerusalem  three  months  afterward,  at  the  feast  of  de-  John,  z.  22. 
dication  ;  he  then  went  to  beyond  Jordan;  he  went  to  John.  x.  40. 
Bethany,  and  then  to  Ephraim,  where  he  abode.  John,xi.  17. 

St.  Luke  also  describes  an  extensive  circuit  distinct  John,  zi.  54. 
from  those  journeys  mentioned  by  St.  John;  but,  before 
entering  upon  the  arrangement  of  St.  Luke's  Gospel,  I 
will  dispose  of  this  part  of  St.  John's  narrative. 

I  suppose  that  all,  from  John,  vii.  2,  to  the  end  of  the 
tenth  chapter,  is  before  the  transfiguration. 

There  can  be  no  objection  to  this  arrangement  with 
regard  to  St.  John's  Gospel;  it  only  admits  continuity 
where  other  harmonists  dislocate  the  narrative. 

I  see  no  objection  with  regard  to  the  other  Gospels, 
for  I  only  make  a  break  where  evidently  a  new  subject  is 
introduced. 

The  reasons  in  favour  of  this  arrangement,  I  think, 
are  these  :  — 

1.  More  time  for  the  events. 

2.  The  journeys  accord ;  Bethabara,  Bethsaida,  Cae- 
sarea  Philippi,  &c. 

3.  The  seasons  are  suitable ;  tabernacles,  dedication, 


{ 
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CHAmem  XV.    and,  after  the  transfiguration,  the  tribate  was  collected^ 
which  was  in  the  last  month  of  the  ecclesiastical  year. 

4.  The  language  of  John,  vii.-x.,  is  against  oar  sap- 
posing  that  it  was  after  the  Lord  had  announced  to  the 
disciples  that  he  should  go  to  Jerusalem  to  suffer. 

The  matter  which  St.  Luke's  Gospel  affords,  bat  on 
which  Matthew  and  Mark  are  silent,  it  strikes  me,  may  be 
so  arranged  as  to  bring  the  events  after  the  transfigura- 
tion, into  the  same  year,  without  doing  violence  to  the 
indications  of  time  and  place. 

In  Matt.  xvii.  24-27,  our  Lord  was  at  Capernaum 
about  a  month  before  the  Passover,  for,  on  the  fifteenth 
of  Adar,  tables  were  placed,  and  collectors  sat  in 
every  city  to  receive  the  tribute  {Misna  Shehcdim^ 
chap.  i.  sec.  3 ;  Maimon.  in  Gill,  on  Matt.  xvii.  24).  In 
case  payment  was  not  made  by  the  twenty-fifth  of  Adar, 
security  was  taken  from  the  delinquent  (Jahn,  Arch.  Bib. 
sec.  241). 

From  Matt.  xix.  1,  Mark,  x.  1,  we  learn  that  the 
Lord  was  going  from  Galilee  to  Judea  beyond  Jordan; 
and  from  Matt.  xx.  17,  Mark,  x.  32,  that  the  Lord  was 
going  to  Jerusalem  for  the  last  Passover. 

In  Luke,  ix.  51,  we  hear  of  our  Lord  going  south, 
Lttkt,ix.68.  and  his  face  ''  as  though  he  would  go  to  Jerusalem  ;"  in 
chap.  x.  38,  he  is  at  Bethany ;  in  chap.  xiii.  1,  he  is  in 
Jerusalem;  in  chap.  xvii.  11,  he  goes  through  Samaria 
and  Galilee ;  in  chap,  xviii.  31,  he  is  going  to  Jerusalem ; 
and  chap.  xix.  1 ,  he  is  at  Jericho. 

In  John,  xi.  1,  &c.  our  Lord  goes  to  Bethany; 
chap.  xi.  54,  he  is  at  Ephraim  ;  and  chap.  xii.  1,  he  is  at 
Bethany  before  the  last  Passover. 

There  are  some  circumstances  in  the  journey  described 
by  St.  Luke,  chap.  ix.  51,  &c.  which  correspond  with  the 
journey  which  our  Lord  took  to  raise  Lazarus.    According 
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to  St.  John,  the  disciples  ascended  to  Jerusalem,  fully  John,  xl  le. 
expecting  the  Lord's  death ;  the  same  impression  seems 
to  have  been  on  their  minds,  Luke,  ix.  61.  From 
Luke,  X.  38,  we  learn  that  the  Lord  was  then  at  Ber 
thany,  which  corresponds  with  the  history  in  John.  Then 
we  are  told  of  the  Lord,  that  on  his  last  circuit,  ^'  as  he 
went  to  Jerusalem,  he  passed  through  the  midst  of  Sa- 
maria and  Galilee."  Samaria  first,  and  then  Galilee  af- i^w^®*  *^- "• 
terwards.  If,  then,  we  suppose  him  to  have  started  from 
Ephraim,  on  the  borders  of  Judea,  where  St.  John's  John,  xi.  64. 
Gospel  left  him,  and  travelled  north  through  Samaria 
into  Galilee,  the  language  of  St.  Luke  would  critically 
accord.  That  this  order  is  correct,  first  Samaria  and 
then  Galilee,  is  evident  from  the  fact  of  the  last  journey, 
as  described  by  St.  Matthew,  not  having  been  through 
Samaria,  but  beyond  Jordan.  Matt.xix.i. 

I  think  a  longer  period  is  embraced  in  the  account, 
John,  xi.  45-54,  than  the  first  glance  would  lead  us  to 
suppose.  All  the  preceding  part  of  the  chapter  is  the 
narrative  of  one  event,  which  occurred  at  one  time ;  and 
we  are  not  conscious  of  the  transition,  in  the  forty-fifth 
verse,  to  a  more  comprehensive  mode  of  relation.  Many 
of  the  Jews  came  to  Mary,  and,  seeing  the  things  which 
Jesus  did,  believed  on  him ;  it  would  appear  that  there 
was  reference  to  more  acts  than  the  one  of  raising  La- 
zarus, and  that  the  Lord  was  abiding  at  Mary's  house  for 
at  least  some  little  time  after  that  event.  Indeed,  the 
following  verses  shew  that  so  many  miracles  were  wrought, 
and  so  universal  was  the  effect,  that  the  Pharisees  thought 
all  would  be  brought  to  believe,  and,  in  consequence,  John, zi.  47, 48. 
decided  upon  the  death  of  the  Lord. 

We  gather,  moreover,  from  St.  Luke,  that  it  was  not 
simply  the  miracle  wrought  upon  Lazarus,  but  the  nature 
of  the  Lord's  preaching  against  the  Pharisees,  that 
so  maddened  them.     The  people  were   arrested  by  his 
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CHArm  XV.    miracles,  but  the  influence  so  acquired  the  Lord  directed 
Liik«,zLs7;ziL2.  agaiust  the  Pharisees. 

Some  suppose  from  the  allusion  to  Capernaam,  Cho- 
razin,  and  Bethsaida,  Luke,  x.  13,  15,  that  our  Lord- 
sent  forth  the  seventy  from  that  neighbourhood :  we 
might  reply  with  equal  or  more  probability  from  the 
parable,  Luke,  x.  30,  that  our  Lord  was  soaiewhere  be- 
tween Jerusalem  and  Jericho,  Bethany  for  instance ;  and 
that  our  Lord  was  not  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Caper- 
naum, appears  probable  from  the  fact  that  the  seventy 
Lak«,z.2.  were  to  go  where  the  harvest  was  great,  the  reverse  of 
what  it  had  been  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Capernaum ; 
and  this  leads  to  the  reflection  expressed  regarding  the 
different  success  which  the  Gospel  had  met  with  there. 
Lake,  z.  9.  The  promisc  of  the  harvest  here  corresponds  with  the 

John,  xi.  48.  fears  expressed  by  the  Pharisees.  I,  therefore,  suppose 
that  the  seventy  were  sent  forth  from  the  neighbourhood 
of  Jerusalem,  after  the  raising  of  Lazarus,  and  that  our 
Lord  remained  there  for  some  time  before  he  departed  for 
Ephraim. 

I  should,  therefore,  think  it  probable  that  the  ex- 
Luke,  ix.6i.  pression  of  St.  Luke,  "  the  time  to  be  received  up,"  refers 
to  the  time  that  the  Pharisees  had  decided  on  his  death, 
and  he  had  decided  to  meet  it,  which,  therefore,  embraces 
the  journey  to  Bethany,  which  he  undertook  in  manifest 
danger  of  his  life,  as  well  as  the  subsequent  circuit. 

If  this  arrangement  is  adopted,  the  order  of  St.  Luke 
will  in  some  instances  be  departed  from ;  but  I  have 
already,  I  conceive,  assigned  sufficient  reasons  for  sup- 
posing that  events  are  preserved  in  their  chronological 
order  by  St.  Matthew  rather  than  by  St.  Luke.  I  think 
it  could  also  be  shewn  that  St.  Matthew  has  preserved 
discourses  of  our  Lord  entire  which  St.  Luke  has  given  in 
detached  portions,  and  at  different  times. 

The  difficulty  in  the  way  of  establishing  this  fiujt  is 


THE  lord's  ministry.  377 

the  length  to  which  the  examination  would  extend.  It 
would  not  be  suflScient  to  shew  that,  in  St.  Matthew,  the 
passages  in  question  fall  in  with  the  context ;  for,  in  most 
cases,  that  would  be  the  reason  of  the  connexion  in 
Luke ;  it  would  be  necessary  to  shew  that  there  was 
unity  of  design,  and  that  the  passages  were  interwoven 
in  the  texture  of  the  discourse,  as  advanced  by  St.  Mat- 
thew, but  that  in  Luke  they  were  apposite  rather  than 
integral.  To  establish  this,  it  is  manifest  that,  in  each 
case,  the  structure  of  the  whole  passage  must  be 
examined. 

I  allude  particularly  to  the  Sermon  on  the  Mount,  and 
the  prophecy  on  the  Mount  of  Olives  :  what  we  find 
entire  in  St.  Matthew,  we  find  in  detached  portions  in 
St.  Luke.  The  greater  part  of  Luke,  from  chap,  xi,  9, 
to  the  end  of  the  twelfth  chapter,  is  connected  with  one 
or  other  of  these  discourses. 

I  pass  these  as  not  essential  to  the  present  inquiry ; 
but  it  will  be  necessary  to  take  notice  of  two  instances 
in  which  I  suppose  St.  Matthew's  arrangement  is  more  in 
chronological  order  than  St.  Luke'^i. 

Luke,  ix.  46-60,  is  parallel  with  Matt,  xviii.  1,  &c. 
and  Mark,  ix.  34,  &c. ;  but  part  of  the  same  discourse  in  Matt.  xtui.  6, 7. 

,  Mark,  ix.  42. 

Matthew  and  Mark  is  parallel  with  Luke,  xvii.  1,  2. 
Here  Matthew  and  Mark  preserve  the  connexion  which 
St.  Luke  also  indirectly  recognises  and  confirms  by  re- 
ferring, in  chap.  xvii.  2,  to  matter  which  is  not  found, 
except  in  a  preceding  chapter,  ix.  48. 

The  other  instance  which  I  must  notice  is  our  Lord's  Matt.  xxm.  87,89. 
pathetic  exclamation  regarding  Jerusalem.  The  time  to  Luke. xui. 84, 85. 
which  St.  Matthew  refers  this  apostrophe  is,  I  apprehend, 
correct.  Our  Lord  says,  "  Ye  shall  not  see  me  henceforth 
till  ye  shall  say.  Blessed  is  he  that  cometh  in  the  name  of 
the  Lord,"  referring  to  the  118th  Psalm,  which  describes 
the  Lord's  second  advent,  when  the  stone  which,  at  his 
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CHArrn  XV.   first  advent,  the  builders  rejected,  will  become  the  head- 
stone of  the  corner. 

St.  Matthew  explains  our  Lord's  words  by  his  act. 
After  saying, ''  Your  house  is  left  unto  you  desolate/' Jesus 
^'  went  out  and  departed  from  the  temple."  He  went  out  at 
that  time,  and  departed  from  it,  not  to  return  till  they 
should  say, '  Blessed  is  he  who  cometh  in  the  name  of  the 
Lord.' 

This  brings  me  to  what  I  apprehend  is  the  chief  dif- 
ficulty in  the  proposed  arrangement.  In  Luke,  xiii. 
31,  33,  there  seems  an  intimation  of  both  time  and  place. 
The  most  general  impression  is,  that  the  place  was  some 
part  of  Herod's  dominions. 

With  regard  to  the  time,  there  are  three  or  four 
opinions.  Theophylact  supposes  that  it  was  three  days 
before  the  Lord  left  Persea ;  Cajetan  understands  the  third 
day  to  mark  the  Lord's  arrival  at  Jerusalem.  Those  who 
follow  the  order  of  St.  Luke  understand  the  time  inde- 
finitely, and  suppose  the  following  words  to  have  been 
twice  repeated,  once  at  the  time  St.  Matthew  mentions,  and 
once  before  Jesus  went  to  Jerusalem.  But  how  could  the 
Lord  say  he  should  not  be  seen  any  more  at  the  temple 

1UU.ZX1. 1-16.    when  he  afterwards  went  to  the  temple  in  triumph? 

Bishop  Pearce's  view  appears  preferable  to  any  of 
these.  He  supposes  that  these  words  were  spoken  three 
days  before  the  crucifixion.  This  is  countenanced  by 
their  immediate  connexion  with  words  which  were  uttered 

Biatt.  xxui.  37-39.  at  that  time. 

Lukt,  zzUi.  7.  The  Bishop  is  supported  by  Lightfoot  in  supposing  the 

place  was  Jerusalem  where  Herod  then  was ;  who,  accord- 

Laot.  init.  Div.    ing  to  Lactantius,  did  excite  the  Jews  to  seize  Jesus. 

Ub.  tv.  ch.  xvlU.         ^  1       T      .      .  1  , 

In  AdMo  Clarke.  There  scems  a  general  admission  that  the  sense  of  the 
33d  verse  is  what  Bishop  Pearce's  view  would  require. 

Bioomiieid.  "  The  scusc  sccms  (as  Kuin.  suggests)  to  be,  '  However  I 
must  for  this  short  time  go  on  in  my  usual  course.'" 
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Archbishop  Newcome  renders  it,  "  However  I  must  needs 

continue  my  course  to-day   and  to-morrow,  and    depart 

the  day  following,"  to  which  he  appends  the  following 

note,  "Depart,  that  is,  die."     The  translation  of  this  Matt.  xxii.  22. 

verse  is  agreeable  to  Syriac,  -Ethiopic,  Arabic,  Persian. 

The   Syriac   and  Arabic  versions  read,   "  I    must  work 

to-day  and  to-morrow;"   and  all  the  Oriental   versions 

read,  "  The  day  following  I  shall  depart."  cm. 

According  to  this  view  Luke,  xiii.  31-33,  immediately 
precedes  Matt,  xxiii.  37. 

In  conformity  with  the  views  above  stated,  the  Gospels 
might  be  arranged  thus  : 


HATTHKW. 

MA£K. 

lUKB. 

JOHN. 

TIHE. 

FLAGS. 

ziy.  13-36. 

Vi.  30-66. 

ix.  10-17. 

vi.  1-16. 
vi.  17-71. 

Passover. 

Bethsaida. 
Capernaum. 

XV.  1-20. 

vii.  i-23. 

vU.  1. 

Galilee. 

XV.  21<38. 

vii.  24-30. 

Near  Tyre  and 

XV.  29-xvi.  12. 

vii.  31-yiii.  21. 

Sidon. 

vU.  2-x.  21. 

Tabernacles. 

Jerusalem. 

X.  22  to  end. 

Dedication. 

Bethabura. 

viU.  22-26. 

•  -    •••••• 

Bethsaida. 

ivi.  13-xviL  23. 

viii.  27-ix.  32. 

ix.  18-45. 

CsBsareaPhilippi. 

ix.  51-62. 

xi.  1-16. 
xi.  17-44. 

Going  south. 

xi.-xi.  8. 

xi.  45-53. 

Bethany. 

xiU.  1-9, 10-21. 

Jerusalem. 

xiv.  1-xvi.  31. 

Ephraim. 

xi.  54. 

xvii.  11-19. 

xvU.  24-27. 

ix.  33. 

Adar. 

Capernaum. 

xviii. 

ix.  33-60. 

ix.  46-50. 

xix.  1-12. 

X.  1-12. 

xvii.  1-10. 
xvii.20-xviii.l4. 

Judea  beyond 
Jordan. 

xix.  13-30. 

X.  13-31. 

xviii.  15-30. 

XX.  1-16. 

XX.  17-19. 

X.  32-34. 

xviU.  31-34. 

XX.  20-28. 

X.  36-45. 

xviu.  36,  43. 

XX.  29-34. 

X.  46-52. 

xix.  1. 
xix.  2-28. 

xi.  66-57. 

Jericho. 

xii.  1. 

Beftn^  Passover. 

Bethfuiy. 

The  advantages  of  the  above  arrangement  appear  to 
me  to  be  these : 
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Lnke,  xiU.  6-9. 


Newcome. 


Ohronoloior  of 
the  OMpdM. 


Josephnt. 


Luke,  iv.  23. 


1 .  Sufficient  time  for  the  events. 

2.  There  is  no  difficulty  about  the  village  of  Mary. 

3.  The  journeys  of  the  Lord  in  Luke  and  John 
harmonise. 

4.  The  intimations  of  the  seasons  fall  in  well. 

6.  '*  The  parable  of  the  fig-tree  ....  will  certainly  re- 
ceive additional  beauty,  if  we  suppose  it  refers  to  oar 
Lord's  preaching."  Whision  thinks  it  next  to  a  demon- 
stration from  this  parable,  that  the  Saviour's  ministry  did 
not  last  less  than  four  complete  years.  In  questions  of 
this  sort  we  must  be  satisfied  with  probabilities,  we  can 
hardly  expect  demonstrations. 

If  the  foregoing  views  have  any  truth  in  them,  the 
chronology  of  the  Gospels  would  be  as  follows  ; 

Suppose  the  Baptist  was  beheaded  a.d.  36. 

The  taxing  was  concluded  a.d.  6. 

How  long  a  period  there  was  between  the  decree  of 
Augustus  and  the  completion  of  the  taxing,  Josephus  does 
not  tell  us.  There  was  an  eclipse  of  the  moon,  Feb.  20, 
A.D.  7.  I  think  it  probable  that  this  is  the  eclipse 
which  preceded  the  death  of  Herod.*  In  that  case  I 
think  we  must  date  the  birth  of  our  Lord  as  early  as 
A.D.  6.  The  city  of  Bethlehem,  being  near  to  Jerusalem, 
would  probably  be  one  of  the  first  enrolled. 

Our  Lord  began  his  ministry  in  his  thirtieth  year,  a.d.34. 

First  Passover,  John,  ii.  13. 


Howes,  Tol.  i. 
p.  373. 


*  Mr.  Brown  argues,  from  a  coin  said  to  be  struck  in  the  forty- 
third  year  of  the  tetrarchate  of  Herod  Antipas,  that  Herod  the  Great 
died  before  the  Passover,  b.c.  4.  But  Howes  says,  **  The  above  medal 
of  Herod  Antipas  is  not  now,  I  believe,  allowed  to  be  genuine." 

Dr.  Jarvis  (whose  work  I  have  just  seen)  supposes  Eusebius  guilty 
of  an  unaccountable  oversight,  with  the  History  of  Josephus  in  his 
hands,  in  placing  the  death  of  Herod  nine  or  ten  years  too  late  in  the 
scale  of  time.  Eusebius  may  have  had  evidence  sufficiently  powerful 
to  overweigh  the  testimony  of  Josephus,  and  to  determine  him  in 
placing  the  death  of  Herod  Olymp.  cxcvi.  I. 
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Four  months  from  harvest,  John,  iv.  36. 

Second  Passover  not  mentioned,  a.d.  36. 

Summer,  Matt,  v.-vii. 

New  wine  after  Tabernacles,  Matt.  ix.  17. 

Third  Passover,  Matt.  xii.  1-8,  a.d.  36. 

Fourth  Passover,  Matt.  xiv.  13,  a.d.  37. 

Tabernacles,  John,  vii. 

Dedication,  John,  x.  22. 

Month  Adar,  Matt.  xvii. 

Fifth  Passover,  crucifixion,  a.d.  38. 

The  beheading  of  the  Baptist,  a.d.  36,  is  the  date  by 
which  the  others  are  regulated ;  but  the  right  position  of 
that  event  in  the  Gospel  History  is  not  quite  evident. 
It  was  before  the  Passover,  Matt.  xiv.  13.  Some,  I  am 
aware,  place  it  considerably  before,  putting  Matt.  xiv. 
3-12,  into  a  parenthesis.  And  it  was  before  John,  v.  35, 
for  our  Lord  speaks  of  him  as  then  dead. 

I  must,  however,  notice  that,  were  we  to  transpose 
St.  Matthew's  Sermon  on  the  Mount,  regulating  it  by  the 
position  in  which  we  find  it  in  St.  Luke's  Gospel,  Matt, 
xii.  1  would  indicate  the  second  Passover,  and  our  Lord 
would  have  been  crucified  upon  the  fourth  Passover  after 
the  commencement  of  his  ministry.  This  does  not  appear 
to  me  improbable : 

1.  There  is  no  indication  in  Josephus  of  John  having 
been  long  in  prison,  but  the  contrary.  2.  There  are 
reasons  for  supposing  St.  Matthew  places  the  Sermon  on 
the  Mount  too  early.  (1.)  The  call  of  Matthew,  accord- 
ing to  Luke,  was  before  the  Sermon.  (2.)  The  passage 
to  Gadera  was  probably  later  than  St.  Matthew  places  it. 
(3.)  The  extent  of  Christ's  fame,  which  Matthew  notices 
before  the  Sermon,  evinces  that  a  considerable  time  had 
elapsed  since  the  commencement  of  our  Lord's  ministry. 
(4.)  The  Sermon  on  the  Mount  is  introduced  with  one  of 
those  collective  expressions  which  I  have  already  noticed 
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(page  359),  and  in  this  instance  the  collective  expression 
indicates  the  lapse  of  a  very  considerable  portion  of  time 
(page  366).  ''  Jesus  went  about  all  Galilee,  teaching  in 
MAtt.  w.ss.  their  synagogues,"  dec.  The  Sermon  on  the  Mount  is  a 
particular  instance  of  his  ''  preaching,"  as  the  miracles 
recorded  in  chaps,  viii.  and  ix.  are  particular  instances  of 
his  healing  the  diseased  and  possessed,  which,  as  well  as 
the  preaching,  are  mentioned  in  a  general  WBy,  Matt.  iv. 
23,24. 

The  arrangement  in  that  case  would  be :  First  Passover, 
John,  ii.  13,  a.d.  36.  Four  months  from  harvest,  John, 
iv.  35.  Second  Passover,  Matt.  xii.  1-8,  a.d.  36.  Summer, 
Matt.  chap,  v.-viii.  New  wine  afker  Tabernacles,  Matt. 
ix.  17.  Third  Passover,  Matt.  xiv.  13,  a.d.  37.  I  think, 
upon  the  whole,  this  is  the  most  probable  arrangement. 

CHRONOLOGY  OF  THE  ACTS. 

I  will  next  consider  how  these  dates  fall  in  with  the 
History  of  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  by  which  we  may  deter- 
mine whether  the  crucifixion  could  have  been  in  a.d.  38. 
St.  Paul's  first  visit  to  Jerusalem  is  mentioned.  Acts, 
ix.  26 ;  his  second,  Acts,  xi.  30 ;  and  his  third.  Acts,  xv.  1 
conceive  he  had  the  vision,  which  is  mentioned.  Acts,  xxii. 
17,  21,  upon  his  second  visit  to  Jerusalem ;  for  then  he 
8MAct8,3dii.     had  his  commission  to  preach  to  the  Gentiles.     It  was, 
therefore,  before  chap.  xv.  when  he  had  preached  to  the 
Acts,  XV.  12.       Gentiles,  and  it  was  not  upon  his  first  visit,  because  he  did 
Acts,  zui.  47.      not  preach  to  the  Gentiles  until  after  the  second  visit. 

We  find  from  Galatians,  that  one  visit  to  Jerusalem 

was  three  years   after  Paul's  conversion,   and   another 

Gal.  i.  18;  u.  1.    *'  fourtecu  ycars  after."     I  suppose  we  are  to  understand 

these  as  current  years,  one  visit  having  been  the  third, 

and  the  other  the  fourteenth  year. 

Burton.  Burtou  argucs  strongly  for  the  conversion  of  St.  Paul 

Acts,  pp?^2.  ^  shortly  after  the  crucifixion,  quoting  the  ancient  Greek 
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preface  to  St.  Paul's  Epistles,  that  the  seven  deacons 
were  appointed  "  some  few  days  after"  the  ascension, 
thiat  soon  after  Stephen  was  killed,*  and  "  a  short  time 
after"  Paul  went  to  Damascus.  "  Baronius,  Petavius, 
Tillemont,  and  Cave,"  says  he,  "  have  supported  this 
opinion."    The  Chronicon  of  Hippolytus  says  St.  Paul  oresweu, 

.  rr     J  J  vol.U.  p.  37. 

was  converted  six  months  after  the  martyrdom  of  Stephen. 
Eusebius,  Bede,  and  the  author  of  the  Scholastical  History, 
make  it  the  25th  of  the  January  of  the  year  which  fol- 
lowed our  Lord's  crucifixion.  I  suppose  the  Ethiopian 
was  returning  from  Jerusalem  after  the  feast  of  taber-  Act*,  ^iii-  27 ; 
nacles ;  and,  as  the  history  would  lead  us  to  suppose,  St. 
Paul  was  converted  soon  after. 

Supposing,  with   Burton,  that  it  was  "in  the  third  Paul's  first  visit. 

*  *  ^  Chron.  Acts, 

year"  after  his  conversion  that  Paul  went  to  Jerusalem  Pj^^^jj^^jj^j^  j^^ 
on  the  first  visit,  and,  taking  our  Lord's  crucifixion  to  be  AStofii!1SfSS 
A.D.  38,  this  visit  would  be  in  the  first  month  of  a.d.  41.  tungeiseto^link 

mi  1  i  -I  -I        /»  1  ®'» Caligula  had 

inere  must  be  more  than  a  year  between  the  nrst  and  ordered  ws  statue 

•'  ^  to  be  placed  in  the 

second  visit,  which  proves  that  the  second  visit  could  not  ^^Jldj^gto  jo- 
have  been  far  from  a.d.  44,  the  year  in  which  Herod  ^ttT^ti^"! 

J*    J  XX.  V.  2. 

Oied.  Acts,  xi.  26. 

Upon  this  occasion,  I  apprehend  he  had  the  vision,  xu.  23,25.  * 
Acts,  xxii.  17^  21,  which  I  suppose  is  the  same  as  is  men- 
tioned 2  Cor.  xii.  2,  which  epistle  was  therefore  written 
dr.  A.D.  68. 

In  the  notes  to  Bishop  Pierson's  Annals  of  St.  Paul, 
it  is  said  all  commentators  appear  to  concur  in  the  belief  y*^***^i^^^*» 

I  ^  fourteenth  year 

that  the  journey  recorded.  Acts,  xv.  is  that  to  which  ;^^^^^°^«"'- 

♦  As  the  Talmud  says,  the  power  of  life  and  death  was  taken 
from  the  Jews  forty  years  before  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem, 
Mr.  Greswell  argues  with  great  probability,  that  the  mirtyrdora  of 
Stephen  was  when  Yitellius  departed  from  Jerusalem,  after  administer- 
ing the  oath  of  allegiance  to  Caius,  and  before  Agrippa  came  to  his 
dominions  in  the  second  of  Caius,  advantage  being  taken  of  no  Roman 
Governor  being  present.  This  agrees  exactly  with  the  chronology  of 
Acts  here  advocated. 
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CHAPTn  XV.  reference  is  made  in  Gal.  ii.  1.  Mr.  Brown,  however, 
advocates  the  opinion  that  the  visit  recorded.  Acts,  zi.  is 
the  one  alluded  to,  because  Paul  went  up  by  revelation ; 
and,  in  Acts,  xi.  28,  Agabus  signified  by  the  spirit  the 
coming  dearth ;  in  consequence  of  which,  St.  Paul  went 
with  relief  to  the  brethren  of  Judea.  Mr.  Brown  assumes 
that  St.  Paul  did,  what  he  admits  St.  Luke  does  not  say 
he  did, — namely,  preach  to  the  Gentiles  when  at  Antioch, 
before  the  second  visit  to  Jerusalem.  Mr.  Brown  also 
supposes  that  Peter  warned  Paul  to  remember  the  poor 
upon  the  very  occasion  of  Paul's  coming  with  alms  to  the 
poor  at  Jerusalem.  Mr.  Brown's  reason  against  Acts,  xv. 
is,  that  Paul's  visit,  referred  to  in  Gal.  ii.  1,  2,  was  pri- 
vate ;  but  his  visit,  Acts,  xv.  was  public.  The  visit  on 
each  occasion  was  public ;  and  Gal.  ii.  6,  refers  directly 
to  a  conference  which  we  know  there  was.  Acts,  xv. ;  but 
it  is  not  probable  that  there  could  have  been  one  on 
Paul's  second  visit  to  Jerusalem,  for  Peter  at  that  time 
was  in  concealment.  But  we  must  remember  the  public 
conference  was,  as  to  the  grounds  upon  which  the  Gen- 
tiles should  be  admitted  into  the  Church,  whether  as 
proselytes  of  the  Covenant,  or  proselytes  of  the  Grate ;  but 
that  which  St.  Paul  communicated  privately  was  the 
Gospel  which  he  preached.  Another  objection  is,  that 
the  ministry  to  the  Gentiles  is  acknowledged  in  Gal.  ii. 
coupled  with  this  only  condition,  that  they  should  re- 
member the  poor;  but,  in  Acts,  xv.  with  several, — 
namely,  the  decrees  of  the  council.  I  am  not  prepared 
to  submit  to  either  of  these  points  :  first,  the  decree  of 
the  council  freed  the  Gentiles  from  the  conditions  which 
the  believing  Pharisees  wished  to  impose,  namely,  cir- 
Act8,xv.  1.  cumcision,  which,  when  the  Gentiles  heard,  they  rejoiced 
Acts, XT. 31.  for  the  consolation;  secondly,  the  only  condition  men- 
tioned in  Gal.  ii.  10,  was  not  what  was  laid  upon  the 
Gentile  converts,  but  upon  the  Apostle,  in  preaching  an 
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unconditional  Gospel  to  the  Gentiles,  he  should  still 
urge  the  necessity  of  ministering  to  the  necessities  of  the 
saints. 

When  one  sees  such  different  views  taken  by  different 
minds,  one  ought  to  learn  diffidence.  I  desire  to  preserve 
that  feeling  while  I  advance  the  reasons  for  a  different 
opinion. 

St.  Paul  visited  and  departed  from  Jerusalem  for  the 
first  time  before  Peter  was  taught  by  revelation  to  open 
the  door  to  the  Gentiles.     He,  therefore,  could  not  on  Act8,ix.28-3o. 
that  occasion  have  had  the  vision  at  Jerusalem,  in  which 
he  was  commissioned  to  preach  to  the  Gentiles.     On  his  Acts,  zxu.  21. 
first  visit  he  was  sent  away  by  the  brethren,  in  order  to 
save  his  life.     After  his  second  visit,  we  learn  he  had  Acts,  ix.  29, 30. 
been  called  by  the  Holy  Ghost ;  and  he  was,  in  conse- 
quence, sent  forth  by  the  Holy  Ghost  to  do  a  special 
work,  which  corresponds  with  the  command  in  the  vision.  Acts,  zm.  2-4. 
*'  Depart  hence,  for  I  will  send  thee  far  hence  unto  the 
Gentiles."    After  his  second  visit,  and  not  before,  he  Acts,  xzu.  21. 
announces  that  he  is  commanded  to  go  to  the  Gentiles.  Acts,  zui.  47. 
Thus   it    appears    that  Paul's  special   vocation   was  to 
preach   to   the  Gentiles.     There  is  direct  reference  in  Acts,  xm.  2; 

•^  .  Gal.  ii.7. 

Gal.  ii.  7,  8,  to  the  wonders  wrought  among  the  Gentiles; 
these  are  the  works  mentioned.  Acts,  ziv.  27,  which  Paul 
and  Barnabas  declared  to  the  multitude.     Circumcision  Acts,  zv.  12. 
and  the  yoke   of  bondage  is  the  great  subject  of  the 
Epistle  to  the  Galatians;.  but  the  false  brethren  who  ch.  v.  1,2. 
vented  that  error  did  not  start  that  subject  until  Acts,  xv.  oai.  u.  4. 
1 ;  it  was  the  visit  to  Jerusalem,  in  consequence  of  that 
dispute,  to  which  the  Apostle  refers. 

There  does  not  appear  to  me  any  very  decided  evi-P«ui»8  third 
dence  as  to  whether  the  visit  previously  mentioned,  or  the 
conversion  of  the  Apostle,  should  be  considered  the  epoch 
of  the  fourteen  years.     The  first  impression  appears  in 
favour  of  Burton's  opinion,  that  the  fourteen  years  should 
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On  Romana, 
quMt.  10,  p.  15. 


AcU,  xvl.  3. 


oh.  1.  1,11,  13. 


date  from  the  previously  mentioned  Fisit ;  but  aathoritj 
seems  rather  to  preponderate  on  the  other  aide.  Bede, 
the  author  of  the  Scholastical  History  upon  Acts,  xy., 
Thomas  Aquinuf ,  Lyranus,  and  Cajetan,  are  mentioned  by 
Willet.  Bishop  Pierson  says,  *^the  reason  is  evident" 
*'  Then,  after  fourteen  years,"  he  says,  cannot  connect 
with  the  three  years,  "  as  if  the  beginning  of  these  should 
date  from  the  close  of  those,"  for  there  is  another  <' after" 
comiug  between  and  breaking  the  chronological  conti- 
nuity; and,  if  the  fourteen  years  was  to  mark  the  distance 
between  the  two  visits,  it  would  imply  that  there  had 
been  no  intermediate  visit;  but  we  have  already  seen  that 
this  would  be  incorrect. 

It  strikes  me  that  the  false  teachers  had  been  urging 
upon  the  Galatians  the  necessity  of  circumcision,  in  op- 
position to  what  they  knew  was  Paul's  doctrine;  bat 
they  got  over  this  by  putting  the  authority  of  the  council 
against  the  authority  of  Paul,  who,  when  sent  up  to  Je- 
rusalem to  get  directions  upon  this  point,  was  subjected 
to  the  necessity  of  circumcising  Timothy.  Something  to 
that  effect  seems  to  have  been  upon  the  Apostle's  mind 
when  writing  to  the  Galatians ;  he,  therefore,  commences 
by  certifying  the  source  of  his  apostolic  authority ;  next 
that  he  went  to  the  conference  **  by  revelation,"  and  not 
to  receive  instructions,  fourteen  years  after  he  had  been 
exercising  his  apostolic  authority;  that  he  did  not  give 
place  by  subjection  for  one  hour ;  if  he  had  been  com- 
pelled to  circumcise  the  converts,  how  was  it  that  he  did 
not  circumcise  Titus  ?  And  so  far  from  being  in  subjec- 
tion to  the  false  brethren,  he  withstood  even  Peter  when 
he  dissembled  with  them. 

Now  that  which  was  predominant  in  the  Apostle's 
mind  would  naturally  be  the  epoch  from  which  he  would 
date ;  it  does  not  appear  at  all  important  to  the  argument 
that  some  one  visit  to  Jerusalem   was   fourteen  years 
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distant  from  some  other ;  but  it  does  appear  of  conse- 
quence to  know  that  the  Apostle  did  not  go  up  to  the 
conference  until  after  he  had  been  exercising  his  apostolic 
authority  independently  for  so  many  years.  But^  as  I 
said  I  do  not  see  any  thing  so  demonstrative  as  to  prevent 
either  view  being  maintained,  according  as  it  best  suits 
the  theory  adopted.  I  date  the  fourteen  years  from  the 
conversion  of  the  Apostle. 

If  our  Lord  was  crucified  as  late  as  a.d.  38^  this  visit 
to  Jerusalem  could  not  have  been  earlier  than  a.d.  62 ; 
but,  in  the  eighteenth  chapter  of  Acts,  we  learn  that 
Aquila  had  lately  come  from  Italy  in  consequence  of 
Claudius  having  commanded  all  Jews  to  depart  from 
Rome.  Jerome,  Orosius,  and  Bede,  tell  us  that  this  cresweii,  yoi.  w. 
banishment  was  in  the  ninth  of  Claudius,  and  Mr.  Brown 
argues  that  it  was  in  the  year  a.d.  49. 

Three  years  is  clearly  too  long  a  period  to  be  under- 
stood by  the  term  "  lately;"  there  might,  perhaps,  have 
been  some  space  allowed  for  the  departure  of  the  Jews 
from  Rome  after  the  decree.  Aquila  also  might  have 
remained  some  time  in  other  parts  of  Italy  before  he  went 
to  Corinth ;  but,  allowing  all  that,  if  the  chronology  of 
the  Roman  emperors  is  correct,  we  must  take  a  couple  of 
years  off  from  the  date  of  the  Lord's  crucifixion. 

I  may  have  taken  a  wrong  view  with  re&:ard  to  the  crucifixion, 

•^  ^     ^  ®  ®  A.D.  36. 

lengtli  of  our  Lord's  ministry,  or  Josephus  may  have  led 
us  into  error  with  respect  to  the  date  of  the  Baptist's 
death  :  be  that,  however,  as  it  may,  I  admit  that,  with  our 
received  chronology,  we  cannot  put  the  crucifixion  later 
than  A.D.  36. 

Josephus  says,  in  his  Antiquities,  that  Vitellius  dis- 
missed Pilate  from  Judaea  in  consequence  of  a  complaint 
of  the  Samaritan  Senate ;  but,  in  the  History  of  the  War, 
he  mentions  the  violence  Pilate  was  guilty  of  to  the  Jews  Ant.  xviu.  4, 2. 
at  Jerusalem,  in  the  last  year  of  Tiberius,  but  he  does  not  war,  u.  0,4,6. 
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CBAirn  XV.  mention  the  complaint  of  the  Samaritan  Senate.  It  ap- 
pears to  me  probahle  that  the  complaint  was  hy  the 
Jewish  Senate,  and  that  the  crime  was  what  would  be 
more  important  in  the  eyes  of  a  Roman  officer  than  the 
murder  of  a  few  Samaritans.  ^*  If  thon  let  this  man  go, 
thou  art  not  Ceesar's  friend,"  was  the  insinuation  to  Pi- 
late's face ;  and  his  desire  to  save  one  who  made  himself 
a  king  was  not  improbably  the  complaint  to  Vitellius;  for 
this  he  was  immediately  sent  to  Rome,  but  Tiberius  was 
dead  before  Pilate  arrived. 

It  will  probably  be  objected  that  the  testimony  of 
antiquity  is  against  our  fixing  so  late  a  date  as  a.d.  36 
for  the  crucifixion.  I  reply  that  we  have  not  the  testi- 
mony of  the  fathers,  but  their  calculations  and  theories, 
which  are  by  no  means  uniform.  Sulpitius  Severus  fixes 
the  consular  year  of  Sabinus  and  Rufinus  for  the  birth  of 
Christ.  Cassiodorus  says,  when  Cneius  Lentulus  and 
Marcus  Messala  were  consuls ;  Epiphanius  says,  when 
Augustus  was  consul  for  the  thirteenth  time.  There  is 
similar  uncertainty  with  regard  to  the  crucifixion.  Au- 
gustine says,  when  C.  Rubellius  and  C.  Fusius  were 
consuls ;  Onuphrius  fixes  the  consular  year  of  S.  Sulpitius 
Galba  and  L.  Cornelius  Sulla. 

But  few  in  modern  times,  even  when  they  agree  in  the 
date,  would  admit  the  grounds  upon  which  the  ancients 
formed  their  opinions ;  the  notion  at  that  time  prevalent, 
that  our  Lord's  ministry  lasted  but  one  year,  is  now 
pretty  generally  rejected.  And  though  it  be  granted 
that  the  crucifixion  is  generally  placed  earlier  than 
A.D.  36,  there  are  not  wanting  testimonies  to  a  later  date. 
"  In  the  chronicle  of  Anastasius,  the  years  from  the  birth 
of  Christ  are  throughout  fewer  by  seven  years  than  ac- 
cording to  our  reckoning:"  this,  therefore,  would  neces- 
sarily bring  the  crucifixion  to  as  late  as  a.d.  38.  An 
anonymous  author  in  Vet.  Lat.  Script,  part  ii.   p.  142, 


Mty  of  God, 

1. 18,  c.  64. 


lebuhr,  yol.  ii. 
i  edit.  p.  666. 
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says,  from  J.  Caesar  to  the  Nativity  was  fifty-two  years. 

Julius  Csesar  was  slain  B.C.  44.     Tliis  makes  the  birth  of 

our  Lord  the  year  eight  of  the  vulgar  era.     Epiphanius, 

quoting  a  Valentinian  writer,  says  Christ  was  born  when 

Sulpitius  Camerinus  and  Buteo  Pompeianus  were  consuls. 

Greswell  also  mentions  the  testimony  to  the  same  effect  oreswen,  toi.  u. 

•^  p.  608. 

of  Alexander,  bishop  of  Jerusalem,  at  the  end  of  the  third 
century.  This  would  be  a.d.  9.  TertuUian  is  still  later^ 
for  he  makes  it  forty-one  years  after  the  death  of  Cleopatra, 
B.C.  30;  consequently,  a.d.  11. 


APPENDIX  TO  CHAPTER  XV. 


ON  THE  ROMAN  HISTORY. 


AppKKmz. 


Willet. 


Suet.  Tiberius, 
xlii. 

Tacitus,  vi.  10. 
Tacitus,  vi.  2.5. 
Tacitus,  iv.  57. 


Vel.  Bat.  ii.  93. 


Vel.  Pat.  ii.  94. 


I  HAVE  fixed  the  date  of  the  crucifixion  as  early  as  a.d.  36, 
in  conformity  with  the  received  chronology  of  the  Roman 
emperors;  but  there  appears  some  ground  for  supposing  that 
Tiberius  reigned  more  than  twenty-two  years  and  a  half.  Sextus 
Aurelius  says  he  reigned  twenty-four  years;  and  some  even 
reckon  his  reign  at  twenty-six  years  and  a  half.  Tacitus  has 
some  internal  evidence  to  mark  that  the  reign  was  more  than 
twenty-two  years  and  a  half.  For  example,  Piso  was  appointed 
to  the  prefecture  of  the  city  after  Tiberius  came  to  the  empire. 
Piso  died  after  being  twenty  years  in  office,  one  year  before 
Agrippina ;  consequently,  one  year  after  Sejanus.  After  the 
fall  of  Sejanus,  Tiberius  was  six  years  a  recluse.  Piso,  there- 
fore, after  having  enjoyed  his  office  twenty  years,  during  the 
reign  of  Tiberius,  died  five  years  before  that  emperor,  who, 
therefore,  reigned  above  twenty-four  years.  We  get  a  similar 
result  from  Velleius  Paterculus.  Marcellus  died  fifty  years 
before  he  wrote;  therefore,  not  before  the  year  b.c.  21;  for 
he  wrote  in  the  consulate  of  Vinutius  (i.  12),  a.d.  30.  At 
the  time  of  the  death  of  Marcellus,  Tiberius  was  in  his  nine- 
teenth year.  If,  then,  Tiberius  lived  seventy-eight  years,  he 
did  not  die  before  a.d.  40. 

It  appears  probable,  from  Joseph  us,  that  Claudius  did  not 
die  so  early  as  a.d.  54.  In  Ant.  iii.  15,  3,  he  speaks  of  the 
famine  which  was  in  Judaea  when  Claudius  was  emperor  and 
Ismael  high-priest. 

It  appears  from  Ant.  xx.  8,  8,  9,  that  Ismael  was  appointed 
to  the  high -priesthood  not  long  before  Festus  succeeded  Felix. 
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Josephus  went  to  Rome,  after  Poppaea  was  Nero's  wife,  to  aj).  62,  Tacit. 

procure  the  liberation  of  some  Jews  sent  to  Rome  by  Felix. 

The  appointment  of  Ismael  was  about  the  time  of  the  death  of 

Claudius.     We  might  reconcile  these  statements  by  supposing  Ant.  xx.  8.  i,  8. 

the  death  of  Claudius  and  the  appointment  of  Ismael  to  be 

about  the  year  a.d.  58.     Pliny  and  Tacitus  place  the  census  PUny,  Hist.  Nat. 

by  Claudius   in  u.c.  800,  a.d.  47.     Eusebius  ( Chron,  lib.  ii.  Tacitus,  An.  xi. 

25, 

p.  373)  places  it  at  the  fifth  of  Claudius  {Clinton^  vol.  iii. 
p.  457).  If  both  these  statements  are  correct,  the  fifth  of 
Claudius  was  a.d.  47.  But  if  this  be  correct,  as  the  date  of  the 
battle  of  Cremona  is  by  an  eclipse  ascertained  to  have  been 
A.D.  69,  Tertullian  is  to  be  followed,  who  asserts  that  Nero  wiiiet. 
reigned  only  nine  years  and  ten  months  instead  of  the  fourteen 
years  usually  attributed  to  him.  I  throw  out  these  hints,  hoping 
that  some  one  may  take  up  the  inquiry. 


CHAPTER  XVI. 
Daniel's  second  vision,  chap,  viii.* 

^f'm'^yi'  There  is  a  reference  in  the  first  verse  of  this  chapter 
lerTiakm.  to  the  vision  of  the  former  chapter,  as  if  the  one  now 
vouchsafed  supplied  additional  information,  **  A  vision 
appeared  unto  me  [even  unto]  me,  Daniel,  eifter  that  which 
appeared  unto  me  at  the  first^^  The  exact  dates,  both  of 
this  and  of  the  preceding  vision  being  given,  one  the  first, 
the  other  the  third  year  of  Belshazzar,  there  could  be  no 
doubt  as  to  their  order ;  this,  therefore,  seems  to  point  at 
some  connexion  between  the  two  visions, 
aexion  be-  But  a  much  morc  important  connexion,  is  that  between 

9th  oiuipten.  this  and  the  ninth  chapter,  which  I  shall  therefore  pro- 
ceed to  point  out. 

In  chap.  viii.  Gabriel  is  commanded  to  make  Daniel 
understand  the  vision,  and  we  may  presume  that  he  did 
not  disobey  the  heavenly  mandate;  but,  when  this  com- 
mand was  fulfilled,  may  be  a  matter  of  inquiry.  At  the 
time  that  Gabriel  received  these  directions,  he  said  to 
Daniel,  ^^  Behold,  I  will  make  thee  know  what  shall  be 
in  the  last  end  q/*the  indignation  \^  yet  we  learn  from  the 
last  verse  of  the  chapter,  that  Daniel  ^^  heard,  but  none 
understood'^  It  would  seem,  therefore,  that  the  informa- 
tion given  by  Gabriel,  at  that  time,  respecting  the  last 

*  Being  anxious  that  my  view  of  the  seventy  weeks  should  be 
examined  independently  of  other  controverted  points,  I  haye  abstained 
from  reprinting  my  views  on  Dan.  ii.  and  vii. 
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end  of  the   indignation >  astonished,  but   did   not  fully 
enlighten  Daniel. 

In  the  ninth  chapter,  however,  Daniel  speaks  of  "  the 
man  Gabriel  whom  he  had  seen  in  the  vision  at  the  be- 
ginning." To  determine  what  vision  Daniel  refers  to, 
it  is  only  necessary  to  bear  in  mind  that  the  previous  part 
of  the  ninth  chapter  records  no  vision,  but  is  simply  a 
narrative  of  the  prayer  of  Daniel ;  nor  is  there  any  men- 
tion of  Gabriel  in  that  prayer ;  nor  is  there  any  vision  in 
which  Gabriel  is  recorded  to  have  been  seen,  but  that 
recorded  in  the  eighth  chapter.  Daniel,  therefore,  having 
seen  Gabriel  in  that  vision,  and  only  in  that  vision, 
necessarily  refers  us  to  it. 

This  naturally  leads  to  the  inquiry  why  reference  is 
made  to  Gabriel,  and  we  trace  the  cause  to  the  injunction, 
'*  Gabriel,  make  this  [man]  to  understand  the  vision."  At  Dan.Tiu.i6. 
the  time  this  command  was  given,  it  was  not  fully  exe- 
cuted ;  but,  upon  his  second  appearance,  the  angel  tells 
Daniel,  *'  I  am  now  come  forth  to  give  thee  skill  and 
understanding  ....  therefore,"  says  he ....  "  Consider  the 
vision.''  Now,  what  vision  was  Daniel  to  consider  ?  Not 
the  former  part  of  the  ninth  chapter,  for  that  records  no 
vision ;  but  it  was  the  vision  in  which  Gabriel  had  been 
previously  seen  ;  the  vision  to  which  direct  reference  had 
been  made ;  and  that  very  vision  which  Gabriel  had  been 
commanded  to  make  Daniel  comprehend. 

The  means  by  which  Daniel  is  made  to  comprehend 
the  vision  are  next  to  be  considered.  Having  said,  ^^  I  am 
now  come  forth  to  give  thee  skill  and  understanding,'* 
Gabriel  continues,  ^'  At  the  beginning  of  thy  supplications 
the  commandment  came  forth,  and  I  am  come  to  shew 
[thee],  for  thou  art  greatly  beloved,  therefore  understand 
i;he  commandment  (for  the  repetition  of  the  word  requires 
a  similar  rendering),  and  consider  the  vision."  A  right 
comprehension   of  the   commandment,  therefore,  which 
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cuArmXYi.  Gabriel  came  forth  to  shew  Daniel,  is  the  way  to  attain  to 
the  knowledge  of  the  meaning  of  the  vision,  chap.  viii. 

A  slight  additional  confirmation  of  the  relation  the 
ninth  chapter  bears  to  the  eighth  may  be  drawn  from  the 
order  of  the  chapters.  We  have  seen  in  the  chronology, 
that  the  vision  in  chap,  x.-xii.  was  granted  Daniel  betvfeen 
the  vision,  chap,  viii.,  and  the  narration  in  chap,  ix.;  bat 
chap.  ix.  being  the  explanation  of  chap.  viii.  naturally 
follows  immediately  after  it. 

Another  idea  strikes  me  as  revelant.  While  all 
Christians  acknowledge  that  the  prophecy  of  the  seventy 
weeks  has  been  fulfilled,  few  seem  agreed  as  to  koto  it  was 
fulfilled.  This  is  as  might  have  been  expected.  The 
prophecy  not  being  isolated  and  independent,  but  part 
of  a  prediction  in  great  measure  still  unaccomplished, 
it  is  intelligible  that  the  manner  in  which  part  is  fal- 
filled  may  be  surrounded  with  difficulty  until  the  time  of 
the  complete  accomplishment  of  the  whole  draws  near. 

As  the  vision,  chap,  x.-xii.,  was  vouchsafed  between 
the  vision  of  chap.  viii.  and  the  interpretation,  chap,  ix., 
and  as,  in  each,  the  kingdoms  which  arise  towards  the 
four  winds  are  mentioned,  and  as  each  prophecy  extends 
to  the  time  of  the  end,  or  the  last  end  of  the  indignation, 
it  would  appear  (if  we  are  near  the  time  of  the  end)  that 
the  prophecy  of  chap.  xi.  and  xii.  would  also  be  of  use  in 
interpreting  chap,  viii.,  and  it  is  still  more  likely  that  the 
information  given  in  chap,  ix.,  as  it  came  after  chap.  xi. 
and  xii.,  would  be  of  use  in  eliciting  the  meaning  of  that 
prediction. 

Thus,  then,  the  visions  of  Daniel,  though  granted  at 
sundry  times,  and  in  divers  manners,  are  connected  ;  and 
we  have  to  consider,  in  one  view,  the  vision  in  the  begin- 
ning of  chap,  viii ;  the  conversation  between  the  saints ; 
the  partial,  and,  therefore,  insufficient  explanation  given 
in  the  latter  part  of  chap,  viii.,  together  with  the  faller 
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interpretation  given  in  chap,  ix.,  withal,  not  neglecting 
the  visions  in  chaps,  vii.  and  x.-xii. 

I  will  commence  by  throwing  together  the  passages  in  ?J^*«®*  h"^ 
chaps,  viii.  and  ix.  which  appear  to  assist  in  interpreting 
each  other. 

*'  Behold  there  stood  up  before  the 
rer  a  ram  which  had  [two]  horns,       "  The   ram  which 
A  the  horns  [were]  high,  but  one  thou   sawest   having 
18  higher  than  the  other,  and  the  [two]  horns  [are]  the 
gher  came  up  last.  Kii^  of  Media  and 

'^  I  saw  the  ram  pushing  westward,  Persia.'" — Ch.  viii.  20.       "  Behold  there  shall 
d  northward,  and  southward,  so  stand  up  yet   (after 

at  no  beast  might  stand  before  him,  Coresch,  ch.  x.  1)  three 

ither  that  could  deliver  out  of  his  kings  in  Persia,  and 

Old;  but  he  did  according  to  his  the  fourth  shall  be  far 

U,  and  became  great."  richer  than  all ;  and  by 

his  strength,  through 
his   riches,   he   shall 
stir  up  all  against  the 
realm  of  Grecia.** 
"  And,  as  I  was  considering,  behold       "  The  rough  goat  is       "  And  (or  "  but")  a 
I  be-goat  came  from  the  west,  on  the  King  of  Grecia,  mighty    king     shall 
e  &ee  of  the  whole  earth,  and  and   the  great  bom  stand  up  (t.^.  in  the 
nehed  not  the  ground ;  and  the  goat  that   is  between  his  realm  of  Grecia),  that 
id  a  notable  horn  between  his  eyes ;  eyes    [is]    the    first  shall  rule  with  great 
id  he  came  to  the  ram  that  had  i^ "  dominion,  and  do  ac- 

wtii]  boms  which  I  had  seen  stand-  cordmg  to  his  will." 

g  before  the  river,  and  ran  unto 
m  in  the  fury  of  his  power.  And 
saw  him  come  close  unto  the  ram, 
id  he  was  moved  with  choler  against 
m,  and  smote  the  ram  and  brake 
8  two  boras;  and  there  was  no 
vwer  in  the  ram  to  stand  before 
m,  but  he  cast  him  down  to  the 
«oimd,  and  stangped  upon  him,  and 
ere  was  none  that  cotdd  deliver  the 
m  out  of  his  hand.  Theref(Kre  the 
^goat  waxed  very  great ;  and  when 

5  was  strong,  the  great  bom  was       "Now,  that  being       "And  when  he  shall 

'oken ;  and  for  it  came  up  four  broken,  whereas  four  stand  up  his  kingdom 

itable  ones  towards  the  four  winds  stood  up  for  it,  four  shall  be  broken,  and 

heaven.  knigdoflifl  i^aU  stead  shall  be  dividedto ward 
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CHArrn  XVI. 


up  out  of  the  nation, 
but  not  in  his  power. 


«« And  out  of  one  of  them  came 
forth  a  ;little  horn,  which  waxed 
exceeding  great  toward  the  south, 
and  toward  the  east,  and  toward  the 
pleasant  [land]. 


^  And  it  waxed  great  against  (mar- 
gin) the  host  of  heaven,  and  it  cast 
down  [some]  of  the  host  and  of  the 
stars  to  the  ground,  and  stamped 
upon  them. 


^Tea  he  magnified  [himself]  even 
against  the  prince  of  the  host,  and 
by  him  the  daily  sacrifice  was  taken 
away. 


^*  And  in  the  latter 

time  of  their  kingdom, 

when  the  transgress- 
ors are  come  to  the 

full,  a  king  of  fierce 
countenance,  and  un- 
derstanding dark  sen- 
tences, shall  stand  up, 
and  his  power  shall  be 
mighty,  but  not  by  his 
own  power;  and  he 
shall  destroy  wonder- 
fully, and  shall  pro- 
sper, and  practise, 
and  shall  destroy  the 
mighty  and  the  holy 
people.*' 


the  four  winds  of  hei' 
ven,  and  not  to  bi 
posterity,  nor  aeond- 
ing  to  his  domiDioi 
which  he  mlei"- 
Ch.  xL  4. 

'' Seventy  weebse 
cut  out  upon  thj  peo- 
ple, and  upcm  thjbolf 
city,  to  finish  thetmi- 
gressions.'*  ~  Ch.  k 
24. 


^And  the  place  of  his  sanctuary 
was  cast  down,  and  the  host  was  given 
over  for  the  transgression  against  the 
daily  sacrifice. 


**  And  it  cast  down  the  truth  to  the 
ground,  and  it*  practised  and  pro- 
spered. 


*'And  through  his 
policy  also  he  shall 
cause  craft  to  prosper 
in  his  hand,  and  he 


''And  after  azty* 
two  weeks  shall  Mo- 
siah  (the  Prinoe)  be 
cut  ofiT,  but  not  fiv 
himself;**  ^andintlK 
midst  of  the  weds  Ik 
shall  cause  saerifiBe 
and  oblation  to  I 
~Ch.  ix.  27. 

''And  the  peopled 
the  Prince  that  siiil 
come  sliaU  destroy  tk 
dty  and  the  sanctauTi 
and  the  end  theretf 
shall  be  with  a  flood.' 
— Ch.  ix.  26. 


*  "  The  truth,  not  the  horn.** — Maslobet  in  Bbidgb. 
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shall  magnify  himself 

in  his  heart,  and  hy 

peace    shall    destroy 

many.** — Ch.  viii.  25. 
^  Then  I  heard  one  saint  speaking, 
td  another  saint  said  imto  that  cer- 

in  [saint]  which  spake,  How  long  "Seventy  weeks  are 

hall  he]  the  vision  [concerning]  the  cut  out  upon  thy  peo- 

lily  [sacrifice],  and  the  transgres-       "Unto  2300  even-  pie,  and  thy  holy  city, 
m  making  desolate ;  to  give  hoth  ing  -  morning,    then  to  finish   the   trans- 
e  sanctuary  and  the  host  to  he  shall  the  sanctuary  he  gression.** — Ch.  ix.  24. 
Ddden  under  foot?"  — Chap.  viii.  cleansed."  —  Ch.  viii. 
5.  14. 

If  this  be  a  correct  arrangement  of  the  prophecy  with 
its  interpretations,  very  little  remains  towards  fixing  some 
important  points,  namely,  the  power  specified  by  the  little 
horn,  and  the  times  intended  for  his  oppression  of  the 
Jews,  and  his  own  ultimate  overthrow. 

I'he  vision  embraces  a  period  of  time  commencing 
from  after  the  conquest  of  India  by  Darius,  until  "  the 
last  end  of  the  indignation;'*  for  the  ram  was  pushing  Dan. ▼m. 4. 
westward,  northward,  and  southward,  but  not  eastward. 
As,  however,  the  dominion  of  Ahasuerus  extended  to 
India,  the  Persian  conquests  must  have  been  pushed  to  Esth.  1. 1. 
the  east  before  that  time.  According  to  the  chronology 
which  I  have  advocated,  Darius  had  already  conquered 
India  when  Daniel  had  this  vision. 

The  prophet  already  knew  the  succession  of  the  four  Dan.  u. 
monarchies ;   he   also  probably  knew  that  three  powers 
should  coexist  together  with  the  fourth  in  the  last  days.  Dan.  tu. 
I  suppose  the  prophecy   we  are  now  examining  gives 
more  details  regarding  one  of  these  kingdoms  already- 
predicted. 

It  would  arise  out  of  one  of  the  subdivisions  of  the  The  Roman 
Alexandrian  kingdom ;    it  would  be  small  at  first,  but 
would  extend  its  conquests  towards  the  south  and  towards 
the  east;   and,  therefore,  from  the  north  and  west,  as 
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chafto  XVI.  relating  to  the  Macedonian  kingdom.  It  would  also 
extend  towards  the  pleasant  land,  and  would  be  the  in- 
strument of  God's  indignation  in  visiting  the  Jews  for 
their  overflowing  iniquity,  and  would  accomplifih  the 
scattering  of  Daniel's  people,  and  destroy  the  city  and  tiie 
sanctuary. 

This  power  would  wax  great  or  stand  up  in  the  latter 
times  of  the  subdivisions  of  the  Macedonian  kingdom ;  it, 
therefore,  follows  in  succeesion  upon  that  kingdom. 

The  point  of  time  is  further  determined  by  "  When 
the  transgressors  are  come  to  the  full.'*  Who  "  the 
transgressors"  are,  will  appear  from  a  comparison  of  the 
following  expressions:  ^'The  transgression  that  maketh 
desolate  to  give  both  the  sanctuary  and  the  host  to  be 
trodden  under  foot;"  and  this  is  explained  by  <<  The  host 
was  given  over  for  the  transgression  against  the  daily 
sacrifice." 

In  the  interpretation  given  to  Daniel,  the  host  are 
designated  '^  thy  people,"  which  are  connected  also  with 
his  holy  city,  "  Thy  people  and  thy  holy  city  to  finish 
the  transgression.**  The  holy  city  is  Jerusalem,  and  ^'  the 
Mrtt.xxTU.M.  host,"  "  the  host  of  heaven,"  "  the  transgressors/'  "  the 
people  of  the  holy  ones,"  Daniel's  ^^  people,"  are  in  plain 
language  his  ^^  people  Israel,"  as  he  himself  styles  them. 

We  are,  moreover,  told  that  the  transgressors  would 
come  to  the  full  at  the  conclusion  of  the  seventy  weeks. 
^'  Seventy  weeks  are  cut  off  upon  thy  people  .  •  •  •  to  finish 
the  transgression,"  or,  which  leads  to  the  same  result, 
''  to  restrain  apostasy,"  or,  as  I  conceive  our  Lord  ex- 
presses it,  '^  to  fill  up  the  measure  of  their  fathers,"  for 
the  rejection  of  him  was  the  transgression  against  the 
daily  sacrifice  which  made  the  sanctuary  desolate.  ^^  Be- 
hold,"  he  says,  ^'  your  house  is  left  unto  you  desolate;  for 
1  say  unto  you.  Ye  shall  not  see  me  henceforth,"  &c. 
The  effect  of  this  was  the  giving  up  the  sanctuary  and 


Dan.  ix.  20. 


Mfttt.  zziU.  38. 


Hatt  xxiii.  38. 
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host  to  be  trodden  under  foot;  the  proximate  sign  of 
which  our  Lord  gives  to  his  Disciples,  saying,  "  When  Luke,  xxi.  20. 
ye  see  Jerusalem  encompassed  with  armies,  then  know 
that  the  desolation  thereof  is  nigh." 

The  prophetical  anticipation  of  the  Jews  was,  "  The 
Romans  will  come  and  take  away  our  place  and  nation." 
This  had  been  strongly  intimated  by  this  prophecy  of 
Daniel ;  for  the  geographical  position  of  this  power,  the 
time  of  its  rise,  its  instrumentality  in  the  destruction  of 
Jerusalem,  and  the  dispersion  of  the  Jews,  mark  the 
kingdom  of  the  Caesars :  and  if  there  is  any  doubt  as  to 
whether  the  nation  was  a  colony  of  the  Greeks  this 
evidence  would  be  sufficient  to  preponderate. 

The  language  of  Gabriel,  in  describing  ''  the  king  of  nan.  vm.  23. 
fierce  countenance,"  corresponds  very  remarkably  with  Deut.  xxviu. 
the  prediction  of  Moses,  which  is,  I  believe,  universally 
applied  to  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  by  the  Roman 
armies. 

The  little  horn  is,  therefore,  the  Roman  power,  which, 
in  the  first  instance,  cut  off  Messiah  the  Prince,  then 
destroyed  the  temple  and  Jerusalem,  and  dispersed  the 
Jews;  it  subsequently  cast  down  the  truth  by  craft, — 
that  is,  I  conceive,  by  the  reception  and  corruption  of 
Christianity.  This  power  will  continue  until  after  the 
restoration  of  Jerusalem  and  the  Jewish  nation ;  and  the 
determination  of  the  time  when  this  important  event  shall 
transpire  is,  I  believe,  the  principal  object  of  the  vision. 
Into  this  inquiry  I  propose  now  to  enter. 

"  A  certain  saint "  asked  "  the  wonderful  numberer  "  The  Time. 
"  How  long  [shall  be]  the  vision  [concerning]  the  daily 
[sacrifice]  and  the  transgression  making  desolate,  to  give 
both  the  sanctuary  and  the  host  to  be  trodden  under 
foot  ? "  The  question  divides  itself  into  two  material 
parts.  The  first  part  is  "  concerning  the  daily  sacrifice 
and  the  transgression  making  desolate/'  which  I  under- 
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CBArm  XVI.  stand  to  be  in  substance  the  same  as  the  preceding  verse, 
and  which,  in  fact,  gave  rise  to  the  question,  the  marginal 
reading  of  which  is  **  The  transgression  against  the  daily 
[sacrifice]." 

The  second  part  is  the  effect  of  that  transgression, 
namely,  ^'  the  sanctuary  and  the  host"  being  given  '^to 
be  trodden  under  foot."  The  answer  given  at  that  time 
embraces  the  whole  of  the  question,  and,  therefore,  ex- 
tends to  the  end  of  the  times  of  the  Gentiles,  during 
which  Jerusalem  is  to  be  trodden  under  foot ;  for,  at  the 
conclusion  of  the  2300,  *^  the  sanctuary  shall  be  cleansed." 
But  the  time  occupied  by  the  subdivision  of  the  question 
is  not  at  that  time  given,  namely,  '^  How  long  shall  be 
the  vision  concerning  the  daily  sacrifice  and  the  trans- 
gression making  desolate?"  Moreover,  the  point  from 
which  the  whole  period  of  time  is  current  is  not  given ; 
therefore,  the  time  of  the  expiration  of  the  2300  was  also 
at  that  time  hidden.  It  is  this  information,  upon  these 
two  points,  relating  to  time,  which,  I  apprehend,  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  Divine  command  of  chap.  viii.  Gabriel 
imparts  in  Dan.  ix.  21,  &c.  Into  the  examination  of  it  I 
will  now  enter  more  minutely, 

I  endeavoured  to  shew  in  the  chronology  that  there 
were  two  periods  of  seventy  years, —  one,  the  service  of 
Babylon,  the  other  the  desolation  of  Jerusalem ;  and  that 
the  desolations  terminated  with  the  first  year  of  Darius 
Nothus. 

Two  epochs,  one         1  hopc  to  establish  presently  that  the  termination  of 

for  the  Beventy, 

another  for  the    each   of  thcsc   Dcriods   is   a  frcsh   epoch;    and  for  this 

aeren  and  sixty-  *  ■■• 

two  weeks.  rcasou  I  premise  that,  in  considering  the  command  re- 
specting the  seventy  weeks,  in  ver.  24,  I  do  not  wish  to 
mix  it  up  with  the  information  respecting  the  seven  and 
sixty-two  weeks  given  in  ver.  25. 

I  hope  1  have  proved  that  Gabriel,  in  chap.  ix.  gave 
the    man   greatly   beloved    such  information   as    would 
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enable  him  to  understand  the  vision  of  chap.  viii.  That 
information  I  conceive  to  be  contained  principally  in  the 
twenty-third  and  twenty-fourth  verses, 

"At  the  beginning  of  thy  supplications,"  says  the 
angely  "  the  commandment  came  forth,  and  I  came  to 
shew  [thee],  for  thou  art  greatly  beloved ;  therefore  un- 
derstand the  commandment,  and  consider  the  vision."  I 
do  not  know  why,  in  the  authorised  version^  the  same 
word,  when  repeated  in  the  same  verse,  should  not  be 
rendered  similarly,  particularly  when  the  connexion  seems 
so  manifestly  to  require  it.  "  The  command  came  forth, 
which  I  am  come  to  shew,  therefore  understand  the  com- 
mand." Daniel  is  to  understand  that  which  Gabriel 
came  to  shew,  namely,  "  the  command." 

This  command  was  not  any  human  decree,  for  the  ?«<»««  °»* 

•^  '  human,  but 

angel  would  not  have  been  sent  from  heaven  with  !>*▼*»«• 
weariness  of  wing  to  inform  Daniel  of  an  enactment  of 
earthly  origin ;  his  proper  office  would  be  rather  to 
acquaint  the  one  beloved  of  God  with  the  Divine  mind 
and  purpose.  The  particulars,  moreover,  given  by  the 
heavenly  messenger  could  flow  from  the  decree  of  God 
alone,  and  not  from  any  edict  of  man.  "  Seventy  weeks 
are  determined  upon  thy  people  and  upon  thy  holy  city 
to  finish  transgression,"  &c. 

But  if  any  one  suppose  that  the  decree  was  to  rebuild 
the  temple,  let  him  remember  that  that  work  was  re- 
commenced, not  in  consequence  of  any  human  edict,  but 
of  the  command  of  God,  given  through  his  prophets 
Haggai  and  Zechariah ;  and  the  edict  of  Darius  was  sub-  Ezra,T.  1.2. 
sequent,  and  only  giving  permission  to  continue  the  work 
already  commenced.  Hence,  though  in  Ezra,  vi.  14,  the 
decrees  of  Cyrus,  Darius,  and  Artaxerxes,  are  all  men- 
tioned, yet  are  they  distinct  from  ''  the  commandment  of 
the  God  of  Israel,"  which  was  made  known  to  Zerub- En-mT.  i;vi.i4. 
babel  and  Joshua  through  the  prophesying  of  Haggai  and 

DD 
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chafto  XVI.  Zechariah.  '*  Thus  speaketh  Jehovah  of  Hosts,  saying; 
This  people  say  the  time  is  not  come,  the  time  that 
Jehovah's  house  should  be  built  • ...  is  it  time  for  yoa  to 
dwell  in  your  ceiled  houses,  and  this  honse  [lie]  waste? 

HAg.i.  1-3.         •  • .  •  then  Zerubbabel  • .  •  •  obeyed  the  voice  of  the  Lord       | 

Hag.i.  13-u and  they  came  and  did  work  in  the  boiise  of  the 

Lord  of  Hosts  their  God."    Now,  "  the  time  to  favoar 

Pi.cu.  13.  Zion,  yea,  the  set  time  was  come,"  the  period  of  the 

seventy  years'  desolations  was  then  expired. 

According  to  either  view,  therefore,  the  command  to 
which  Gabriel  refers  in  ver.  23  was  issued  from  heaven. 

The  decree  datet        Were  it  not  for  the  great  difference  of  opinion  as  to 

from  the  time  of  . 

DMiiers pmyer.  when  the  edict  was  issued,  I  should  think  it  self-evident. 
Daniel  set  himself  to  pray  in  the  first  year  of  Darias. 
And,  "At  the  beginning  of  thy  supplication,''  says  Ga- 
briel, ^'  the  commandment  came  forth."  The  command 
came  forth,  therefore,  in  the  first  year  of  Darias,  son  of 
Ahasuerus. 

But  it  may  be  asked.  When  did  the  edict  commence 
to  take  effect?  I  answer  without  hesitation,  when  it  was 
issued.  It  is  not  said  that  the  decree  was  then  made, 
but  that  the  command  then  came  forth ;  it  was  not  the 
first  promulgation  of  the  prophecy  concerning  "  the 
transgression,"  for  of  that  Daniel  had  heard  in  the  eighth 
chapter;  but  it  was  a  decree  limiting  the  time  which 
that  state  of  things  should  continue.  Daniel,  therefore, 
could  not  understand  this  limitation  of  time  to  date 
from  any  other  period  but  that  of  the  going  forth  of  the 
commandment. 

If  the  time  was  not  current  from  the  beginnino^  of 
Daniel's  supplication,  as  the  speech  of  the  angel  would 
imply,  Daniel  would  have  been  as  ignorant,  respecting 
the  time,  after,  as  he  was  before,  Gabriel  had  acquainted 
him  with  the  command. 

If  the  time  was  not  current  from  the  going  forth  of 
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the  command^  the  angel  did  not  inform  Daniel  from  what 
time  it  was  current ;  and,  if  Daniel  was  ignorant  of  the 
terminus  a  quo  of  this  chronological  prophecy,  he  was  not 
only  left  in  the  dark  respecting  the  principal  point,  but 
now,  after  its  fulfilment,  we  must  be  equally  uncertain  as 
to  whether  it  was  chronologically  correct. 

What  Dr.  Hengstenberg  says  may  be  urged  with  much 
force.  With  God  word  and  execution  are  one  :  he  speaks, 
and  it  is  done;  he  commands,  and  it  stands  fast.  This 
poinoidence  of  word  and  deed  is  io^pressed  even  upon  the  Ps.xxzm.9. 
very  language;  the  verb  to  rebuke  with  God  signifies 
real  chastisement ;  and  may  we  not  say,  that  with  God, 
to  hear  and  to  deliver  are  identical ;  and  so  to  com- 
mand signifies  in  itself  the  ei^ecution  of  the  Divine 
commands. 

The  terminus  a  quo  of  the  seventy  weeks  dates,  there- 
fore, from  some  part  of  the  first  year  of  Darius,  son  of 
Ahasuerus,  who,  as  I  have  shewn,  was  Darius  Nothus. 
I  will  proceed  to  examine  the  subject-matter  of  the 
comniand,  as  recorded  in  verse  24. 

If  one  builds  an  interpretation  upon  a  rendering  dif-.  "Seventy  weeks 
fering  in  any  degree  from  the  authorised  translation,  it  is 
advantageous  to  be  able  to  follow  learned  men  who  have 
preferred  the  same  translation,  and  who  have  not  built  a 
similar  theory  upon  it.  This  removes  all  suspicion  that 
the  meaning  was  adopted  for  the  sake  of  the  inter- 
pretation. Dr.  Hengstenberg  renders  the  first  clause  of  Hengstenberg. 
this  verse,  "  Seventy  weeks  are  [is]  cut  off  over  thy 
people  and  over  thy  holy  city;"  and,  he  adds,  "most 
commentators  observe  that  '  cut  off'  is  used  figuratively 
for  determined ;  but  the  very  use  of  the  word,  which  does 
not  elsewhere  occur,  while  pthers,  much  more  frequently 
used,  were  at  hand,  had  Daniel  [qusere,  the  angel?]  wished 
to  express  the  idea  of  determination^  seems  to  argue  that 
the  word  stands  here  frona  regard  to  its  original  meaning. 
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cha>tpxvi.  and  represents  the  seventy  weeks  as  a  period  cut  off  from 
subsequent  duration  and  accurately  limited."  Mede  had 
before  spoken  to  the  same  effect.  "  The  word  here 
translated  determined  or  allotted,  signifies  properly  to  be 
'  cut '  or  '  cut  out ;'  and  so  may  seem  to  imply  such  a 
sense  as  if  the  angel  had  said  to  Daniel,  '  Howsoever 
your  bondage  and  captivity  under  the  Gentiles  shall  not 
altogether  cease  until  that  succession  of  kingdoms,  which 
I  before  shewed  thee,  be  quite  finished ;  yet  shall  God, 
for  the  accomplishing  his  promise  concerning  the  Messiah, 
as  it  were,  cut  out  of  that  long  term  a  certain  limited 
time,  during  which  the  Captivity  of  Judah  and  Jerusalem 
being  interrupted,  the  holy  city  and  commonwealth,  in 
some  measure,  shall  again  be  restored,  and  so  continue  till 
M«de's  Works,     scveutv  wecks  of  vears  be  finished." 

fbl.  p.  697.  TT     1      1 

Had  these  two  eminent  men  seen  and  argued  for  the 
connexion  between  the  eighth  and  ninth  chapters,  their 
language  could  not  have  been  more  to  my  purpose,  and  I 
need  add  but  little. 
Prom  the  2300.  1.  It  is  by  Understanding  the  command,   chap,  ix., 

and  considering  the  vision,  chap,  viii.,  that  the  vision  is 
to  be  comprehended ;  but  the  principal  feature  in  the 
command,  chap,  ix.,  is  not  what  should  be  done,  for  that 
had  already  in  great  measure  been  announced  ;  the  decree 
was  respecting  when  it  should  be  done. 

2.  If  the  seventy  weeks  are  to  be  cut  off,  it  mnst  be 
from  something  like  in  kind ;  therefore,  it  must  be  from 
some  time,  and  the  2300  being  the  only  time  mentioned  in 
the  vision,  and  the  time  given  in  chap.  ix.  being  in  order 
that  Daniel  should  understand  the  vision,  chap,  viii.,  the 
seventy  weeks  must  be  cut  off  from  the  longer  portion  of 
2300  previously  mentioned  in  the  vision. 

Before  passing  to  the  next  words,  I  will  add  two  more 
valuable  observations  from  Hengstenberg,  "  The  inde- 
finite determination  of  time,  as  concealed  in  the  word 
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*  weeks/  was  intentionally  chosen  not  to  destroy  the 
boundaries  between  prophecy  and  history.  Still,  though 
the  time  was  concealed,  it  was  not  ambiguous." 

The  second  observation  is, "  that  the  anomaly  of  number 
(seventy  weeks  is  cut)  marks  that  the  time  here  comes 
under  consideration,  not  as  particulars,  but  as  a  whole, 
i.e.  '  a  period  of  seventy  weeks  is  cut  off/  " 

I  am  able  still  to  follow  Dr.  Hengstenberg  in  the 
following  clause,  *Ho  restrain  transgfression  and  to  8eal"Torertraiji 

o  '  o  ^        ^  tranagreflslon." 

sin."  "All  senses  of  the  verb,"  says  he,  ''  unite  in  that 
of  restraining ;  and  sin,  according  to  its  worst  character, 
is  here  designated,  as  apostasy  from  God  and  rebellion 
against  him."  "  The  margin  of  our  Bible,"  says  Chauncy, 
"has  'to  restrain/  to  which  sense  I  adhere  ..••  that 
which  seems  to  be  understood  here  by  restraining  trans- 
gression, is  withholding  them  from  final  apostasy  till  the 
end  of  the  seventy  weeks,  so  that,  how  wicked  soever  the 
people  of  the  Jews  proved  themselves  from  time  to  time, 
yet  God  kept  them  from  universal  apostasy." 

"To  seal  sin,"*  holds  forth  God's  judicial  hardening**  To  aeai  sin." 
of  persons  in  sin,  giving  them  up  to  hard  and  impenitent 
hearts ;  hence  Job,  in  his  distempered  and  afflicted  con- 
dition, has  a  saying  like  this,  "  My  transgression  is  sealed 
up  as  in  a  bag."    Job  supposes  that  God  had  taken  aJob^ziv.  n. 
note  of  all  his  sins,  and  laid  them  up  till  a  fit  time  to  call  ' 
him  to  account  about  them,  and  to  punish  him  for  them,  caryi. 
So  Moses,  speaking  of  a  people  persevering  in  contumacy 
and  wickedness,  says,  "  Is  not  this  laid  up  in  store  with 
me,  and  sealed  up  by  me  among  my  treasures?"  cSIlL^^**** 

These  two  clauses  then  mark  the  moment  of  tran- 
sition. Dating  from  some  part  of  the  first  year  of  Darius 
Nothus,  the  Jews  were,  for  seventy  weeks,  restrained 
from  complete  apostasy ;   but,  at  the  expiration  of  the 

♦  "  The  K'ri  has  '  to  bring  sins  to  the  fulV  which  Ewald  prefers." 
— Bbown,  note,  p.  379. 
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ciym XVI.  seventy  weeks,  they  were  ^ve»  up  to  jadicial  blindness; 
or,  according  to  the  langsage  of  the  prophecy  which  the 
information  of  chap.  is.  is  to  complete,  then  the  sanctuary 
and  the  host  should  be  given  to  be  trodden  onder  foot. 

According  to  this,  we  moat  look  for  some  event  or 
some  act  to  mark  when  the  transgression  wms  no  longer 
restrained,  and  the  desolation  consequent  npon  the  jadicial 
blindness  of  the  Jews  was  at  hand.     This,   I  think,  we 

lok^m.  10/91.  derive  from  the  prophecy  of  the  Lord,  ^*  When  ye  shall 
see  Jerusalem  encompassed  with  armies,  then  know  that 
the  desolation  thereof  is  nigh ;  then  let  them  which  be  in 
Jndoea  flee  to  the  mountains,  and  let  them  which  are  in 
the  midst  of  it  depart  ont,  and  let  not  them  that  are  in 
the  countries  enter  thereinto,  for  these  be  the  da^  of 
vengeance,"  &c. 

Tlie  Jews  were  not  wholly  cast  off  for  some  time  «fter 
the  crucifixion  of  the  Lord,  as  we  may  learn  fi-om  St 
Paul's  Epistle  to  the  Galatians;  where,  in  drawing  out 
the  allegorical  history  of  Sarah  and  Hagar,  he  shews  that 
the  promised  seed  was  at  that  time  born,  but  that  the  son 
of  the  bond  woman  was  still  in  Hie  house,  and  persecnting 
the  children  of  promise-;  that  shortly,  however,  Ishmad 

Ai.  iy.  30.         would  be  cast  ont. 

This  epistle  was  written,  according  to  the  common 
*  chronology,  about  a.d.  58 ;  the  casting  out  of  the  Jews 
was,  therefore,  after  that  date. 

In  writing  to  the  Thessalonians,  the  apostle  implies, 
that  killing  the  Lord  was  not  the  last  act  in  filling  up  the 
sins  of  the  nation,  but  the  subsequent  rejection  of  the 

rhet.  u.  15, 16.  apostles  of  the  risen  Lord. 

Nor  could  the  city  be  given  np  until  the  elect  were 
removed  from  it ;  till  the  salt  of  the  land  was  removed, 
the  mass  was  preserved  from  utter  corruption :  therefore, 
when  the  Christians  fled  to  the  mountains^  the  nation  was 
given  up  to  apostasy. 
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I  will  now  repeat  the  qaestion,  chap,  yiii.,  together 
with  the  answers : 

''  How  long  shall  be  the  yision  concerning  the  daily 
sacrifice,  and  the  transgression  making  desolate  to  giye 
both  the  sanctuary  and  the  host  to  be  trodden  under 

£oot?"  Dan.  Till.  13. 

The  answer  to  the  first  part  of  the  question  is,  **  Seventy 
weeks  are  cut  out  upon  thy  people,  and  thy  holy  city,  to 
restrain  the  transgression,  and  to  seal  sin ;"  but,  respect- 
ing the  whole  period  of  the  vision  of  the  evening-morning, 
it  shall  last  unto  2300,  then  shall  ^'the  sanctuary  be 
cleansed." 

The  portion  of  this  prophecy,  which  is  fulfilled,  agrees  FiiimiedAj>.67. 
with  the  received  chronology.  After  the  retreat  of  Cestius, 
which,  according  to  Mr.  Greswell,  was  October  1,  a.d.  66, 
the  Christians,  heeding  the  sign  of  the  Lord,  fled  as 
doves  to  the  mountains  :  this,  then,  must  have  been 
before  the  Passover  in  the  year  a.d.  67. 

The  first  year  of  Darius  commenced,  according  to 
Th eon's  copy  of  Ptolemy's  Ca^on,  An.  Nabonassar  326 ; 
which,   according  to   VArt  de  Verifier  Us  Dates ^  was 
B.C.  424 ;  which,  added  to  the  year  when  apostasy  was    424 
no  longer  restrained,  a.d.  66,  makes  seventy  weeks,  or    — 
490  years.* 

The  two  clauses  which  we  have  considered  seem 
necessarily  to  mark  the  termination  of  the  seventy  weeks; 
and,  if  the  fulfilment  of  the  other  clauses  was  within  the 
prophetic  period,  perhaps  this  is  all  which  we  should 
require.  We  are  not  to  expect  that  the  fulfilment  qf 
every  clause  would  mark  the  termination  of  the  seventy 
weeks. 

"To  cover  transgression,  and  to  bring  in  everlasting  "To  cover  tr«ni- 

^  gresBion.'' 

*  There  is  some  little  difference  in  these  dates.  Hales  makes  the 
retreat  of  Cestius,  November,  a.d.  65,  and  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem 
is  placed  by  Jahn,  a.p.  69. 


408  THE  SBYBNTT  WEBK8. 

chapto  XVI.  righteousness,"  are  expressions  which,  doubtless,  relate  to 
the  atonement  of  Messiah.  In  allusion  to  the  former  of 
these  two  expressions,  or  words  of  similar  import  in  the 

John,  u.  9;       Levitical  law,  the  Lord  is  called  our  propitiation,  and  he 

Etom.  ui.  35.       is  Said  to  be  set  forth  as  a  propitiatory. 

The  bringing  in  of  everlasting  righteousness  is  also 
apparently  a  Levitical  term,  alluding  to  the  blood  of  the 
victim  being  brought  by  the  priest  into  the  most  holy 
place.  These  terms  contrast  the  eternal  and  efficacious 
blessing  of  the  sacrifice  of  Messiah  with  the  shadowy  and 
transient  benefit  of  the  ceremonial  righteousness. 

I  would,  nevertheless,  suggest  that  perhaps  the  idea 
presented  is  not  of  the  righteousness  wrought  out,  bat 
wrought  out  and  applied  to  one  portion  of  Daniel's  people, 
for  the  work  of  Messiah  is  not  mentioned  until  the  follow- 
ing verse ;  and  all  that  is  said  in  verse  24,  terminates 
upon  Daniel's  people,  *'  Seventy  weeks  are  cut  out  upon 
thy  people,*' 

This  pair  of  clauses  is  in  antithesis  to  the  former  pair; 
these  are  the  blessings  which  the  elect  were  obtaining 
whilst  the  rest  were  hardening.  All  Daniel's  people  did 
not  apostatize ;  the  Lord  was  a  precious  stone  to  some, 
and  a  stone  of  stumbling  to  others ;  and,  as  the  aposta- 
tizing of  the  one  portion  was  not  complete  and  final  till 
the  Christians  separated,  so  we  may  infer  that  the  work 
of  redemption  was  not  applied  to  all  whom  God  foreknew 
until  the  time  of  rejecting  the  rest;  for  the  work  of  grace 
was  going  on  until  the  act  of  judicial  hardening  took 
effect. 

If  this  idea  be  admissible,  these  clauses  mark  the 
termination  of  the  seventy  weeks  as  well  as  the  former. 

•Toaemithe  By  the  expression,   "to  seal  the  vision,"  I   do   not 

understand  that  the  vision  was  to  be  sealed  up,  in  the 
sense  of  closing  as  the  expression  is  used  in  chap,  xii.,  for 
then  the  vision  would  have  been  open  and  understood 
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previously,  and  would  be  sealed  when  it  had  been  inter- 
preted. 

Moreover,  in  whatever  sense  the  vision  is  sealed,  in  the 
same  sense  the  prophet  is  sealed ;  but  I  cannot  conceive  how 
the  prophet  could  be  sealed  up, —  a  difficulty  which  our 
translators  seem  to  have  felt;  and,  therefore,  instead  of 
"  prophet,"  as  it  is  in  the  margin,  they  have  put "  prophecy" 
in  the  text;  but,  even  suppose  it  was  "prophecy"  that 
was  sealed  up,  how  could  we  understand  it?  not  that 
prophecy  was  then  to  cease  amongst  the  Jews,  for  that 
had  long  been  the  case.*  If,  then,  sealing  in  the  sense  of 
closing  is  insisted  on,  it  must  be  that  Daniel's  people 
would  thenceforth  have  their  eyes  blinded  as  well  as  their 
hearts  hardened. 

But  I  prefer  to  understand  sealing  in  the  sense  of 
putting  the  stamp  of  authenticity  upon  the  vision.  We 
saw  that  the  question  in  chap.  viii.  divided  itself  into  two 
material  parts.  Now,  according  to  the  law  and  test  given 
in  Deut.  xviii.  21,  22,  the  fulfilment  of  a  part  of  a  predic- 
tion was  the  assurance  of  the  truth  of  the  whole.  Accord- 
ing to  this  view,  the  fulfilment  of  the  part  of  this  vision 
at  the  end  of  the  seventy  weeks  established  the  certainty  of 
the  whole  :  the  judgment  thus  becomes  a  sign  that  mercy 
is  still  in  store. 

Perhaps  the  sealing  of  the  prophet  also  refers  to 
chap.  viii.  13,  the  wonderful  numberer  whose  interpreta- 
tion would  be  established  by  the  fulfilling  of  the  first  part. 

But  there  is  another  idea  which  I  would  propose. 
Our  Lord,  in  his  great  prophecy,  takes  up  this  question  Matt.  xxir. 
of  the  certain  saint,  and  as  it  were  unfolds  it  and  fits  it 
into  his  prophecy.  Now,  as  the  former  clauses  relate  to 
the  work  of  Messiah  in  his  priestly  office,  perhaps  this 
refers  to  his  prophetical  office.     As  a  minister  of  the  cir- 

*  Unless  we  refer  the  expression  to  the  Apocalypse. 


{ 
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chaptoxvi.  cumciaion,  be  was  sealed  by  tbe  miraculous  powers  im- 
parted  to  him  by  God  the  Father;  but  as  prophet  he 
would  be  sealed  when  his  predictions  were  accomplished. 
This,  then,  may  look  forward  to  the  sign  given  by 
the  Lord,  '*  When  ye  see  Jerusalem  encompassed  with 
armies,"  &c. 

••ToMiointaboij        ^'  And  to  anoint  a  holy  of  holies."     This  corresponds 

Exod-zzz.  96;  with  what  Moses  did  in  type  after  the  erection  of  the 
tabernacle,  and  so  agrees  with  Dr.  Hengstenberg's  opinion, 
for  he  considers  it  to  be  the  imparting  of  the  Spirit  to  the 
new  temple  of  the  Lord,  the  Church  of  the  New  Cove- 
nant. He  also  remarks,  that  the  anointing  of  "  a  holy 
of  holies"  stands  in  antithesis  to  the  desolation  of  the 
sanctuary,  ver.  26.  Chauncy  expresses  this  meaning 
very  well,  ''  I  look  at  this  to  be  the  erecting  and  conse- 
crating a  gospel-sanctuary,  and  spiritual  worship,  and  the 
effusion  of  the  Spirit  thereon  •  •  •  .which  began  at  Pentecost." 
But  I  doubt  whether  the  gospel-sanctuary  was  wholly 
freed  from  the  weak  and  beggarly  elements,  until  the 
bond-woman  was  cast  out.     A  "  burthen*'  was  laid  upon 

Acts,  XT.  the  Gentiles,  in  consideration  to  the  Jews,  because  Moses 

was  read  in  the  synagogues  every  Sabbath-day ;  and  the 
antithesis  between  this  holy  of  holies  and  the  worldly 
sanctuary  seems  to  confirm  this  view,  the  erection  of  tbe 
one  being  completed  shortly  before  the  destruction  of  the 
other. 

The  conclusion  from  the  consideration  of  the  twenty- 
fourth  verse  is,  that  all  the  events  there  mentioned  tran- 
spired within  the  seventy  weeks ;  that  the  two  first 
necessarily  and  distinctly  define  the  clo^e  of  that  period ; 
and  we  may  view  the  other  clauses  as  in  one  sense 
extending  to  that  period  also. 
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In  the  24th  verse  GFabriel  had  answered  Daniel  re- 
specting the  termination  of  the  seventy  years'  desolations ; 
from  that  time  there  was  to  be  a  period  of  490  years, 
tluring  which  the  Jews  should  not  be  in  absolute  sub- 
jection to  the  Gentile  monarchies,  the  termination  of 
which  would  be  marked  by  the  effect  upon  that  people 
of  the  sufferings  of  Messiah,  as  is  explained  above.  The 
angel  now  proceeds,  in  ver.  26,  to  give  information  as  to 
when  those  sufferings  of  Messiah  should  be.  <<  Alsoi>»-i<-w. 
thou  shalt  know  and  understand  from  the  going  forth  of 
the  word  to  cause  to  return  and  to  build  Jerusalem,  until 
Messiah  the  Prince  [are]  seven  weeks  and  sixty-two 
week's."  Our  translators  seem  to  have  been  influenced  in 
the  rendering  of  this  verse  by  what  they  supposed  must 
be  the  connexion  and  meaning.  There  is  mention  made 
of  seven  and  sixty-two  weeks,  and  one  week  is  subse- 
quently introduced ;  these  they  naturally  enough  con- 
t;luded  to  be  subdivisions  of  the  seventy  weeks  previously 
mentioned,  and,  therefore,  turned  a  mere  copulative  into 
an  illative,  and  the  future  into  the  imperative. 

But  it  does  not  appear  that  the  command  alluded  >to  comma&d,Tar.M 

'  ^  and  yer.  26,  difr 

m  this  25th  verse  can  be  the  same  as  the  command  in  ^Brent. 
ver.  24 ;  this  is  defined  as  a  command  causing  the  rectum, 
that  was  a  decree  respecting  the  apostasy  of  the  nation ; 
the  command  in  verse  25  is  respecting  the  building  of  the 
city,  the  decree,  ver.  24,  relates  to  the  city  already  built, 
*'  Seventy  weeks  are  determined  upon  thy  holy  dty"  As 
the  nation  was  in  the  power  of  the  Gentiles,  the  com- 
mand, ver.  25,  must  have  been  a  human  decree ;  and,  if  it 
was  to  be  acted  upon,  it  must  have  been  known  and  pro- 
mulgated. The  decree  in  ver.  24  was,  as  we  bav«  seen. 
Divine  in  its  nature,  it  was  hidden,  and  onlymade  known 
•to  Daniel  because  greatly  beloved. 
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chattoxvi.  I  wonder  that  Mr.  Greswell  did  not  observe  that  there 
were  two  distinct  decrees;  for  he  says,  ^*  Two  classes  of 
events,  which  are  neither  the  same  in  themselves,  nor  iD 
their  beginnings  and  their  endings  respectively,  are  eon- 
nected  together  in  the  scope  of  its  [the  prophecy's]  dis- 
closures. •  •  •  to  one  of  these  classes  we  may  give  the  name 
of  the  facts  of  the  Christian  ministry,  and  to  the  other 

Gr«tweU's  Dto-    that  of  the  facts  of  the  Jewish  war."     The  distinction,  I 

■ertatkMMit  toL  It. 

p.  s».  conceive,  admirably  defined. 

The  oommand.  Still  there  may  be  a  question  as  to  what  decree  this 

Ter.  S5,  that  of  .    . 

oonaOx,  was ;  for,  in  addition  to  the  Divme  command,  three  edicts 

of  kings  are  mentioned  in  Scripture,  and  each  has  had  its 
advocates  :  '^  And  they  builded  and  finished  [the  temple] 
according  to  the  commandment  of  the  God  of  Israel,  and 
according  to  the  commandment  of  Coresch,  and  Darius, 

Enra,  ti.  u.       and  Artaxcrxcs,  king  of  Persia.** 

The  command  of  Coresch  is  mentioned,  Ezra,  i.  1 ; 
2  Chron.  xxxvi.  22:  that  of  Darius,  Ezra,  vi.  8,  &c. : 
and  that  of  Artaxerxes  appears  to  be  in  Ezra,  vii.  12,  &c. 
I  agree,  with  Archbishop  Magee,  that  the  decree  of  Cyrus 
is  obviously  the  command  referred  to  in  Dan.  ix.  25. 

1 .  The  decree  was  to  build  Jerusalem ;  therefore,  it 
Dan.  u.  9.         must  have  been  before  the  first  of  Darius  ;    for  at  that 

time  Jerusalem  was  inhabited.     It  was  a  reproach  to  the 
Hag.  i.  4.  inhabitants  of  Jerusalem,  that  they  were  dwelling  in  ceiled 

houses,  whilst  the  temple  was  in  ruins.  In  Ezra,  iv.  12 
also,  which  was  before  the  reign  of  Darius,  the  building 
of  the  city  is  mentioned. 

2.  The  express  object  of  Gabriel's  coming  to  Daniel  was 
not  only  to  cause  him  to  know,  but  to  understand  respect- 
ing the  decree ;  and  this  because  Daniel  himself  was 
personally  beloved.  The  angel,  then,  must  have  spoken 
to  Daniel's  comprehension,  and  the  only  decree  of  which 
Daniel  could  know  was  that  of  Coresch. 

3.  As  Daniel  knew  of  the  decree  of  Coresch,  and  of  no 
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Other,  and  as  he  had  witnessed  both  the  return  of  the 
Jews,  and  the  rebuilding  of  the  city  in  consequence  of  it, 
he  must  have  inferred  that  Gabriel  alluded  to  it  and  to 
no  other. 

4.  If  Gabriel  had  meant  some  future  and  unknown 
decree,  Daniel  had  more  probably  been  deceived  than 
informed.  God  would  have  hidden  from  the  man  greatly 
beloved  the  grand  object  of  his  prayers  and  desires.  That 
would  be  far  from  him,  and  the  thought  should  be  far 

from  us.  ^^Sin':^': 

6.  When  it  was  demanded  of  the  Jews,  by  what  right  ^' 
they  proceeded  to  the  building  of  the  temple,  they  appealed 
to  the  decree  of  Coresch,  and  no  other  as  their  human 

authority .  Ezra,  ▼.  8-16. 

I  have  given  the  rendering  of  this  verse  which  is 
adopted  by  Mede,  Broughton,  and  Chauncy.  Willet  and 
Hales  give  the  same  meaning,  even  more  distinctly  '*  from 
the  going  forth  of  the  word  to  restore  [thy  people],  and 
to  rebuild  Jerusalem,"  &c.  This  seems  to  agree  with  the 
tenour  of  the  former  verse,  which  mentioned  what  would 
happen  to  the  people  and  the  city,  and  here  is  a  decree 
respecting  the  people  and  the  city.  In  this  case  there 
could  be  no  doubt  as  to  which  decree  is  meant;  for, 
though  there  may  be  some  shadow  of  reason  for  saying 
that  the  decrees  of  Darius  and  Artaxerxes  embraced  the 
building  of  Jerusalem,  there  could  be  none  for  saying  that 
they  could  relate  to  the  return  from  the  Captivity. 

If  it  be  objected,  that  in  the  decree  of  Coresch  there 
is  no  mention  of  the  city,  but  only  of  the  temple,  I  answer, 
that  it  recoils  with  greater  force  against  the  decrees  of 
Darius  and  Artaxerxes;  in  which,  likewise,  there  is  no 
mention  of  the  building  of  the  city ;  they,  in  fact,  only 
enforce  the  decree  of  Coresch  respecting  the  temple. 

But,  that  the  decree  of  Coresch  did  include  the  build- 
ing of  Jerusalem,  is  certain  from  Isa.  xliv.  28 ;  xlv.  13. 
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XVI.  The  precision  of  the  prophet's  langoftge  is  strikingy  '*  say* 
ing  to  Jerusalem,  Thou  shalt  be  built  ;**  but  Coresch  could 
do  little  for  the  temple :  so,  respecting  it,  all  that  the 
prophet  adds  is,  **  and  to  the  temple.  Thy  foundations 

L  xiiT.  M.  shall  be  laid."  This  was  the  fisct.  Jerusalem  was  bailt 
in  consequence  of  the  decree  of  Coresch ;  but,  after  the 
foundations  of  the  temple  were  laid,  the  people  were 
broken  off  from  the  work  until  the  second  of  Darius.* 

It  appears  evident  that  the  record  in  Ezra  was  not  of 
the  whole  decree  of  Coresch ;  indeed,  the  part  relating  to 
the  temple,  as  it  is  recited  by  Darius,  is  fuller  than  as 

it.zi.  M.  given  in  Ezra,  i.  And  Josephus  speaks  of  the  building 
of  Jerusalem  as  mentioned  in  the  decree. 

There  can  then  be  little  doubt  but  that  the  decree  of 
Coresch  is  intended ;  and  thus,  each  of  the  terminations 
of  seventy  years  is  made  the  commencement  of  another 
prophetical  period,  the  seventy  weeks  springing  from  the 
termination  of  the  seventy  years'  desolations,  the  seven 
and  sixty-two  weeks  dating  from  the  seventy  years  which 
were  accomplished  on  Babylon. 

J>^j^jj  In  order  to  shew  the  connexion,  I  would  paraphrase 

the  verse  in  this  manner :  *'  Thou  shalt  also  know,  that 
though  seventy  weeks,  dating  from  the  time  of  your  sup- 
plication, is  the  allotted  season  of  grace  and  forbearance  to 

*  Hengstenbcrg  asserts  that  Dan.  iz.  25,  refers  not  to  a  human  but 
to  a  Divine  decree.  This  is  necessary  for  his  theory ;  for  he  dates  the 
seventy  weeks  from  the  twentieth  of  Artaxerxes,  a  year  in  which 
there  was  no  royal  edict;  he,  therefore,  assumes  that  there  was  a 
Divine  command.  But  the  arguments  which  I  have  urged  against 
the  edicts  of  the  first  of  Darius  and  the  seventh  of  Artaxerxes  equally 
militate  against  any  supposed  edict  of  the  twentieth  of  Artaxerxes. 

If  we  were  to  admit  that  the  decree  of  verse  26  was  issued  from 
heaven,  we  should  still  be  obliged  to  refer  it  to  the  first  of  Cyrus, 
because  for  this,  and  this  alone,  we  have  Scripture  warrant  (Isa.  xliv. 
and  xlv. ;  see  also  Jer.  xxix.  10).  This  decree  was  so  well  known 
that  Cyrus  referred  to  it,  saying,  that  God  had  charged  him  per- 
sonally to  execute  it. 
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your  people ;  yet  a  period  of  seven  and  sixty-two  weeks, 
dating  from  the  decree  of  Coresch  for  the  restoring  of 
Jerusalem  and  the  temple,  is  the  season  fixed  for  the 
cutting  oflFof  Messiah, — this  being  the  procuring  cause  of 
grace  to  the  elect,  and  the  occasion  of  the  judgments 
upon  those  who  neglect  the  great  salvation.  The  first 
seven  weeks  will  be  consumed  in  accomplishing  the  im- 
mediate object  of  your  prayer,  namely,  repairing  the 
desolations  of  the  city  and  the  sanctuary. 

"  And  after  threescore  and  two  weeks  Messiah  shall 
be  cut  off."  This  I  understand  to  be  a  declaration  in  plain 
terms  of  what  it  was  said,  in  chap.  viii.  1 1 ,  the  Roman 
power  would  be  the  instrument  in  executing,  "  He  mag- 
nified himself  against  the  prince  of  the  host." 

"  And  the  people  of  the  prince  that  shall  come  shall 
destroy  [desolate]  the  city  and  the  sanctuary."  This  is 
the  interpretation  of  the  last  clause  of  chap.  viii.  11  •  •  •  • 
'*  and  the  place  of  his  sanctuary  was  cast  down."  And 
this  I  consider  the  desolation,  which,  it  had  been  men- 
tioned, Dan.  viii.  12,  would  be  the  consequence  of  the 
transgression  against  the  daily  sacrifice.  In  other  words, 
the  apostasy  from  Messiah  was  the  transgression  of  the 
Jewish  nation  which  brought  the  desolation  by  the  Roman 
armies.  '*  The  Lord  hath  accomplished  his  fury :  he  hath 
poured  out  his  fierce  anger,  and  hath  kindled  a  fire  in 
Zion,  and  it  hath  devoured  the  foundations  thereof.  (The 
kings  of  the  earth,  and  all  the  inhabitants  of  the  world, 
would  not  have  believed  that  the  adversary  and  the 
enemy  should  have  entered  into  the  gates  of  Jerusalem)  ; 
for  the  sins  of  her  prophets  and  the  iniquities  of  her 
priests,  that  have  shed  the  blood  of  the  just  in  the  midst 

of  her."  Lam.iv.  11-13,30. 

The  period  of  sixty-two  weeks  terminates  upon  Mes-?^y-*^<>^««'^» 

r  J  r  terminate  upon 

siah  as  Prince  or  Leader;  and,  therefore,   I  conceive,  ^eaSiSf **"**' 
cannot  be  before  his  entry  into  Jerusalem  as  her  king ;  John,  xu.  la-is. 
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cuArm  XVI.  and  clearly  the  sixty-second  week  terminates  about  the 
time  of  Messiah's  being  cut  off. 

If  what  I  have  said  be  correct,  that  the  seventy  weeks 
mark  the  time  for  the  benefits  and  consequences  of  Mes- 
siah's death  to  be  received  or  rejected,  but  the  sixty-two 
mark  the  time  of  these  benefits  being  wrought  out,  then, 
I  presume,  we  cannot  refer  their  term  either  to  an  earlier 
or  later  date  than  from  the  crucifixion  to  Pentecost. 

The Mven  weeks.  I  had  long  been  inclined  to  think  that  the  repair  of 
the  city-wall,  in  the  twentieth  of  Artaxerxes,  marked  the 
close  of  the  seven  and  commencement  of  the  sixty-two 
weeks.     This    was,  doubtless,  because    our    translation 

DMi.ix.25.  says,  the  street  and  wall  should  be  rebuilt,  and  in 
troublous  times,  although  there  is  no  mention  of  a  wall  in 
the  original.  Most  take  it  for  granted  that  the  transla- 
tion is  correct.  Mede  tries  to  justify  it,  taking  the  ex- 
pression to  denote  '  that  circuit  bounding  out  the  limits  of 

Brown  Ordo.      the  city  whcrcou  the  wall  was  built ;'  Brown,  from  Ewald, 

Sec.  note,  p.  379.  ,  i    •         i 

says,  it  is  the  pool  or  water-conduit;  but  Hengstenberg 
is  very  decided  against  any  such  meaning,  and  renders 
the  passage :  ''  A  street  is  restored,  and  built,  and  firmly 
it  is  determined,  and  in  a  time  of  distress."  This  sounds, 
perhaps,  rather  harsh ;  but  I  scarcely  venture  to  offer  an 
opinion  on  such  an  author.  Chauncy  says,  it  seems  "  to 
denote  the  polity  and  judicature  of  the  city, —  the  place  of 
judicature  being  in  the  street  or  market-place  (Job,  xxix. 
7) ;  for  I  find  it  here  joined  with  the  street,  and  used 
in  the  sense  of  decision  or  administration  of  justice.'* 

Take,  however,  either  rendering,  we  must  look  for  the 
fulfilment  in  the  work  carried  out  by  Ezra  under  the 
decree  of  Artaxerxes  Mnemon. 

There  are  expressions  in  Scripture  relating  to  time, 
which,  according  to  our  use  of  language,  would  necessitate 
our  understanding  time  complete  and  precise ;  yet,  as 
used  in  Scripture,  we  must  understand  time  current  to  be 
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intended.  See,  amongst  other  passages,  Matt.  xii.  40; 
xxyii.  63;  compare  Luke,  i.  59,  with  ii.  21;  John,  ii.  19; 
XX.  26 ;  1  Cor.  xv.  4. 

If  my  dates  are  correct,  the  event  which  I  consider 
marks  the  seventh  week,  falls  within,  but  does  not  mark 
the  close  of  the  week.  I  should,  I  confess,  rather  have 
found  that  it  terminated  the  week ;  but,  if  we  have  the 
warrant  of  Scripture  for  the  contrary,  that  will,  of  course, 
be  satisfactory. 

I  do  not  allude  to  the  general  use  of  expressions  re- 
lating to  time,  which  I  noticed  above,  but  to  the  uncon- 
tradicted declaration  of  the  Jews,  that  the  temple  was 
forty-six  years  in  completing.  This  was  accomplished  in  John,  u.  20. 
accordance  with  the  decree  of  God,  through  the  decrees 
of  Coresch,  Darius,  and  Artaxerxes.  Ein,TLi4. 

Coresch,  we  have  seen,  began  to  reign  in  the  com-  see  chap.  xn. 
mencement  of  b.c.  444 ;  in  which  year  he  issued  his  pro- 
clamation.    The  decree  of  Artaxerxes  for  beautifying  the  E«ra.vu.27; 
temple,  and  establishment  of  the  worship  of  God,  was  pro-  £»»,  vu.  s. 
bably  issued,  and  certainly  acted  upon,  in  the  seventh  of 
Artaxerxes. 

The  temple  was  founded  in  the  second  year  of  Coresch, 
B.C.  443,  forty-six  years  from  which  time  brings  us  to 
B.C.  398  for  the  completion  of  the  temple. 

The  commencement  of  the  reign  of  Artaxerxes  Mnemon 
is  generally  supposed  to  have  been  in  the  end  of  b.c.  406  ciinton,  vol.  u. 
or  early  in  b.c.  404.     The  seventh  year  of  his  reign  was, 
therefore,  completed  b.c.  398. 

At  the  same  time,  that  is,  on  the  first  day  of  the  first 
month,  in  the  eighth  of  Artaxerxes,  the  reformation  by  Ezra,  x.  17. 
Ezra  was  completed,  when   the   people  of  Israel  were 
separated  from  the  Canaanites,  and  in  great  contrition,  by 
covenant,  firmly  established  the  worship  of  God. 

Possibly  the  completion  of  the  temple,  and  the  separa- 
tion of  Israel  to  the  pure  worship  of  God,  marked  the 

E  E 
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cbaitoxvi.  first  period  of  the  prophecy.  It  is  true,  that  this  event 
did  not  exactly  define  the  dose  of  the  seven  weeks,  for  it 
was  only  forty-seven  years  from  the  first  of  Coresch ;  but 
it  is  not  said  ^*  after  seven  weeks  the  street  shall  be 
built,"  as  it  is  said,  ''  after  sixty-and-two  weeks  Messiah 
shall  be  cut  ofi*."  And  the  completion  of  the  temple  was 
in  the  latter  part  of  the  seventh  week.* 

''  And  after  sixty-and-two  weeks  Messiah  shall  be  cot 
ofi^."  Sixty-two  weeks  from  March,  b.c.  397,  would 
bring  us  to  March,  a.d.  38,  for  the  crucifixion,  which, 
were  I  guided  by  the  Gospel  history  alone,  is  the  very 
year  I  should  fix  upon  for  that  event.  At  the  same  time, 
I  admit  that,  according  to  the  received  chronology  re- 
garding the  Roman  Emperors,  we  cannot  put  the  cruci- 
fixion later  than  a.d.  36.  This,  it  is  true,  brings  the 
crucifixion  to  the  latter  part  of  the  sixty-second  week; 
but,  as  the  prophecy  is  so  minute  as  to  mention  a  half 
week,  I  think  we  must  look  for  an  exact  fulfilment. 

The  connexion  of  the  latter  part  of  verse  26  with  the 
former  is  in  relation  of  cause  and  effect ;  because  Messiah 
was  cut  off,  the  city  and  sanctuary  were  destroyed :  thus 
this  line  of  information  is  brought  down  to  where  ver.  24 
had  stopped. 

The  expression,  *'  The  people  of  the  prince  that  shall 
come/'  refers,  I  apprehend,  to  chap.  viii.  23,  24,  as  that 
does  to  the  eleventh  verse  of  the  same  chapter,  each 
denoting  the  power  that  was  to  destroy  the  sanctuary  and 
the  host. 
One  week.  Vcrsc  27  givcs  the  exact  date  of  this  overthrow  ;  and, 

taking  the  one  week  in  the  regular  order  of  narration,  it 
does  not  belong  to  the  seven  and  sixty-two  weeks,  but  is 

*  The  street  was  to  be  built  in  a  strait,  or  "  in  straitness  of  times," 
which  expression,  though  it  be  commonly  understood  of  the  character 
of  those  times,  Marshidl  and  Archbishop  Magee  seem  to  refer  to  a 
limitation  of  time. 
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a  continaation  of  the  decree  of  heaven  which  Gabriel 
came  to  announce  in  explanation  of  the  vision  in  chap,  viii., 
this  verse  fixing  the  time  of  the  fulfilment  of  the  latter 
part  of  chap.  viii.  11,  as  the  previous  verse  had  declared 
the  cause  of  the  desolation. 

If  the  seven  and  sixty-two  weeks  were  parts  of  the 
seventy  weeks,  doubtless  we  should  be  led  to  suppose  that 
the  one  week  was  also ;  perhaps  I  should  say,  the  struc- 
ture of  the  prophecy  would  require  it :  but,  if  the  seven 
and  sixty-two  are  not  parts  of  the  seventy,  which,  to  my 
mind,  they  evidently  are  not,  then  there  is  no  proof  that 
they  are  parts  of  any  seventy. 

If,  according  to  the  common  interpretation,  the  seven  seven,  sirty-two, 

*-'  *  and  one,  not  aub- 

and  sixty-two  weeks  are  to  be  taken  with  the  one  week,  I^J^S*®^***® 
as  subdivisions  of  the  seventy,  then  the  latter  part  of 
ver.  26  is  parenthetical,  and  ver.  27  explains  what  is 
meant  by  "  after  sixty-two  weeks,"  in  ver.  26 ;  but  if,  as 
I  suppose,  the  one  week  is  added  to  the  seventy,  then 
ver.  27  unfolds  the  events  which  occur  upon  the  apostasy 
of  the  nation  being  completed,  so  that,  proceeding  chro- 
nologically, ver.  27  is  in  immediate  connexion  with 
ver.  24,  the  angel,  as  I  have  said,  reverting  to  the  ex- 
planation of  the  vision,  ch.  viii. 

"And  one  week  will  strengthen  a  covenant  with  the  The  half  week. 
many,  and  the  half  of  the  week  will  abolish  sacrifice  and 
meat  ofliering.'* 

Most  interpreters  viewing  the  general  tenor  of  the  The  covenant 

*  confirmed. 

prophecy  as  merciful,  understand  the  first  clause  as  de- 
noting that  some  will  receive  the  blessings  of  some 
covenant  at  that  time;  but  the  language  rather  implies 
that  a  covenant  already  entered  into  would  be  strength- 
ened. The  whole  Jewish  worship  being  necessarily 
abolished,  the  bond- woman  and  her  son  cast  out,  being 
no  longer  heir  with  the  free-woman,  did  undoubtedly  Gai.iv.ao. 
strengthen  and  confirm  the  believing  Jews  in  the  Cove- 
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CHAFfo  XYi.  nant;  and  that  this  confirmation  was  necessary — that 
there  was  great  peril  of  apostasy — before  the  destruction 
of  Jerusalem,  the  epistle  to  the  Hebrews  sufiiciently  mani- 
fests. This  interpretation  harmonizes  very  well  with  the 
abolition  of  the  daily  sacrifice  in  the  half  of  the  week. 

But,  considering  that  the  tenor  of  the  prophecy  inti-  I 
mates  retributive  justice  as  much  as  tender  compassion, 
and  that  the  former  part  relates  to  both  portions  of 
Daniel's  people,  this  clause  also  may,  I  conceive,  be 
viewed  with  relation  to  the  unbelieving  as  well  as  the 
believing  Jews,  for  covenants  have  their  penal  sanctions, 
and  covenant  faithfulness  is  engaged  to  enforce  these  as 

dmi.  ix.  IS.  much  as  to  fulfil  the  promises.  Daniel,  in  his  confession, 
owns  that  God  had  already  confirmed  bis  words,  that  is, 

Dan.ix.  11.  his  pcnal  threatenings  in  the  law;  but  the  same  law 
announced  that,  if  they  continued  their  obstinacy,  the 
Lord  would  punish  yet  seven  times,  or  years,  for  their 
sins,  "And  I  will  bring  a  sword  upon  you,  the  vengeance 

Lev.  «ti.25.  of  the  covenant."  This  week  in  the  prophecy  may  refer 
to  that  seven  times  of  judgment  which  would  fearfully 
confirm  the  covenant  in  vengeance  for  transgression ;  the 
abolition  of  the  sacrifice  and  meat-ofiering  literally  un- 
derstood marking  the  impossibility  of  the  Jews  remaining 
under  the  Horeb  covenant,  and  the  destruction  of  the 
temple,  making  the  renewal  of  the  ordinances  connected 
with  the  covenant  impossible.  At  this  time  also  the 
idol  standards  of  the  desolator  were  planted  upon  the 
battlements  of  Jerusalem. 

The  end  of  the  week  marks  the  '*  end  of  the  war," 
which  was  to  close  in  '*  desolations." 

"  Remarkable  is  the  reference  in  which  these  words 
stand  to  the  close  of  ver.26.  By  an  irrevocable  decree  of 
God  will  the  city  now  lying  in  ruins  be  rebuilt ;  by  an 

H«igstenb«rg.     equally  irrevocable  decree  will  it  again  sink  into  ruins." 

I  am  inclined  to  understand  the  latter  part  of  ver.  27 
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thus:  "And  as  regarding  the  overspreading  of  the  de- 
solating abominations  [they  shall  continue]  even  until 
the  end,"  that  is,  of  the  2300, "  the  end  of  the  indignation" 
(chap.  viii.  19). 

Our  authorised  version  seems  to  imply  that  the 
idolatry  of  the  Jews  was  the  cause  of  their  continued 
desolation,  yet  their  sin  upon  this  occasion,  which  brought 
the  desolation  here  spoken  of,  was  not  idolatry,  but  the 
crucifixion  and  rejection  of  Messiah. 

Hence  I  am  inclined  to  believe  that  the  wide-spread 
idolatry  of  the  desolator  is  intended,  first  as  Rome  Pagan, 
and  then  as  Rome  Papal,  and  that  this  clause  is,  there- 
fore, parallel  with  ch.  viii.  12,  **  and  it  cast  down  the 
truth  to  the  ground."  Also  with  viii.  24,  "  And  he  shall 
desolate  wonderfully,"  &c. 

The  dates  are  as  follows : — 

A.D. 

The  seventy  weeks  terminated  some  timel  67,  beginning  of  the  General  ram. 

before  March J  one  week. 

Cessation  of  daily  sacrifice,  according  to^ 

Greswell,  July   wO,  half-week. 

Burning  of  the  temple,  August J 

Recapture  of  Masada  when  the  \var  ended     73,  end  of  the  week. 

Thus  the  general  summary  of  my  scheme  is  as 
follows : — 

The  termination  of  each  of  the  two  periods  of  seventy 
years  is  made  a  fresh  epoch. 

One  period  of  sixty-nine  weeks,  divided  into  seven  and 
sixty- two,  springs  from  the  decree  of  Coresch. 

Another  period  of  seventy-one  weeks,  divided  into 
seventy  and  one,  which  one  is  again  halved,  springs  from 
the  termination  of  the  desolations. 

The  period  dating  from  the  deliverance  out  of  Ba- 
bylon ends  with  the  deliverance  accomplished  by  Messiah. 

The  period  springing  from  the  close  of  the  desolations, 
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c«Arm  XV!.  ends  in  the  apostasy  and  desolation  of  the  Jews  and  their 
city. 

I  have  now  only  to  apply  to  the  unfiiliilled  part  of  the 
prophecy,  the  information  which  we  have  acquired. 

dmi.viii.  13.  **  How  long  shall  be  the  vision  concerning  the  daily 

sacrifice,  and  the  transgression  making  desolate."  The 
transgression  making  desolate  was  completed  a.d.  67; 
the  portion  of  time  then  run  out  was  seventy  weeks  or 
490  years,  which  ''  cut  out"  from  2300  leaves  1810  years 
current  from  that  time  to  when  "  the  sanctuary  shall  be 
cleansed."  According  to  this  calculation,  we  may  look 
for  the  cleansing  of  the  sanctuary  a.d.  1877.*         * 

*  It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  remark  that  this  expression  does  not 
denote  the  second  advent  of  Messiah.  I  do  not  believe  any  dirono- 
logical  prophecy  terminates  upon  that  event ;  indeed,  it  appears  in- 
confdstent  with  the  duty  of  incessant  watchfulness  for  his  glorious 
appearing.  He  may  come  at  that  time,  or  he  may  come  after,  or  he 
may  come  before. 


CHAPTER  XVII. 

AN  ABSTRACT  OF  SOME  DIFFERENT  INTERPRETATIONS  OF 
THE  SEVENTY  WEEKS  OF  DANIEL. 


Op  the  various  interpretations  which  have  been  oflFered 
of  this  famous  prophecy,  I  give  a  few  which  have  fallen 
in  my  way.  There  are,  I  believe,  many  more,  and  some 
which,  had  I  had  an  opportunity  of  seeing,  I  should  not 
have    passed   in   silence.      The   interpretations    may   be  some  terminate 

the  seventy  weeks 

classified,  in  ffreat  measure,  into  those  which  terminate  ^itiitt»ocru<d- 

^  flxion ;  some  with 

the  seventy  weeks  about  the  time  of  the  Lord's  death,  J^J^^J^^******'*®' 
and  those  which  terminate  them  about  the  time  of  the 
destruction  of  Jerusalem.     The  disposal  of  the  one  week, 
and  the  half  week,  and  the  divers  methods  of  elongating 
the  period,  make  the  other  principal  variations. 

"  Clement,"  says  Bishop  Kaye, "  if  I  understand  him,  clement, 
thus  calculates  Daniel's  seventy  weeks.  The  temple  was 
rebuilt  in  seven;  then,  after  an  interval  of  sixty-two 
weeks,  the  Messiah  came ;  then,  after  an  interval  of  half 
a  week,  Nero  placed  an  abomination  in  the  temple  of 
Jerusalem  ;  and,  after  another  half  week,  the  temple  was  Eaye*8  element 

of  Alexandria, 

destroyed  by  Vespasian.'*  p.  383. 

If  this'  be  a  correct  view,  Clement's  chronology,  espe- 
cially with  regard  to  the  death  of  Christ,  must  have  been 
very  different  from  ours ;  but  I  should  suspect  he  made  a 
different  commencement  for  the  seventy  and  for  the  seven 
and  sixty-two  weeks,  or  else  he  must  have  supposed  the 
last  week  longer  than  the  rest. 
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CHArm  XVII.  Tbrtullian  Commenced  the  seventy  weeks  from  the 
first  of  Darius  Nothus,  whom  be  supposed  to  be  the 
Darius  of  Daniel,  ix.  and  concludes  tbem  with  the  con- 
quest of  the  Jews  by  Vespasian,  in  which  I  conceive  he 
was  in  the  main  correct. 

BnipUinaSeTBriu.        SuLPiTius  Severus  is  of  the  samc  mind. 

g^jjmg^,  Scaliger  commences  with  Darius  Nothus  and  ends 

with  the  half  week  to  the  destrnction  of  Jerusalem ;  but 
he  did  not  suppose  Darius,  son  of  Ahasuerus,  to  have  been 
Darius  Nothus :  here  I  think  he  went  a  step  farther  from 
the  truth  than  the  ancients ;  but,  in  dating  the  sixty-two 
weeks  from  an  independent  origin,  the  fifth  of  Artaxerzes 
Mnemon,  and  terminating  with  the  passion  of  our  Lord, 
he  advanced  a  little  in  elucidating  the  prophecy. 

Mede.  The  great  Joseph  Mede  dates  the  seventy  weeks  from 

the  third  of  Darius  Nothus  to  the  destruction  of  Jeru- 
salem;  he  also  advances  another  important  step,  as  I 
conceive,  in  the  interpretation  of  this  prophecy :  he  says, 
"  I  take  not  this  epocha  [in  ver.  26]  to  be  that  of  the 
whole  seventy  weeks,  but  a  second  root  of  another  and  a 
lesser  period ;"  but  then  he  is  very  lame  I  think  both  in 
his  translation  and  interpretation ;  **  Shall  be  sevens  of 
weeks,  even  sixty-two  weeks ; "  but  sixty-two  weeks 
cannot  be  divided  by  seven  without  a  fraction ;  he  feels 
this  defect,  and,  therefore,  adds  that,  if  we  must  have 
gome  limited  time  of  forty-nine  years,  he  would  date  it 
from  the  same  epoch  as  the  sixty-two  weeks,  and  make 
the  times  concurrent  and  not  consecutive. 

Parry.  Dr.  Parry  commeuccs  the  seventy  weeks  with  the 

second  of  Darius  Nothus,  whom  he  maintains  to  be  the 
Darius  of  Haggai,  and  terminates  them  with  the  de- 
struction of  Jerusalem.  The  seven  weeks  he  dates  from 
the   same   epoch,    and   terminates   the  thirty-second  of 

Neh.xiii.6.        Artaxerxes   Mnemon.     The   crucifixion  was   not  **  after 
sixty-two  weeks,"  but  '*  in  the  latter  days  of  the  sixty-two 
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weeks"  Christ  was  put  to  death  in  a  judicial  manner ;  "for 

they,"  Daniel's  people  mentioned  before,  "will  not  be  comp.Lev.xYU, 

14. 

his."  There  is  much  that  is  good  in  this  interpretation ; 
but  the  cutting  off  of  Messiah  in  the  latter  part  of  the 
sixty-two  weeks  is  lame;  for,  according  to  the  doctor's 
calculation,  it  does  not  fall  within  the  last  week.  The 
doctor  did  not  see  the  two  different  decrees. 

Hales  says  the  prophecy  must  be  divided  chrono-  Haies. 
logically  into  sixty-four,  one,  and  five  weeks.  I  suppose 
he  is  of  Pemble's  opinion,  that  the  angel  did  not  speak 
precisely.  He  commences  the  seventy  in  the  fourth  of 
Darius.  One  important  point  Dr.  Hales  has  kept  alive— 
the  connexion  of  the  seventy  weeks  with  the  vision  of 
ch.  viii.* 

Now,  though  these  great  men  had  the  main  truth, 
the  commencement  and  close  of  the  seventy  weeks,  there 
were  other  points,  which  the  moderns  at  least,  lost  sight 
of,  Calvin  and  Willet  justly  maintain  that  the  seventy 
weeks  begin  where  the  seventy  years  end. 

Chauncy  saw  the  necessity  of  dating  a  decree  from  chauncy. 
the  termination  of  the  desolations  in  Dan.  ix.  1.  He  also 
saw  that  the  decree  of  Cyrus  was  referred  to ;  and,  seeing 
but  one  decree,  he  made  the  first  of  Cyrus  the  termi- 
nation of  the  desolations ;  then,  to  make  the  chronology 
suit,  he  renders  it,  **  seventy  weeks  are  to  be  divided  into 
segments,"  &c. ;  then  he  makes  a  space  between  the 
seven  weeks  and  the  sixty*two,  and  again  between  the 
sixty-two  and  the  one  week.  But  Livelie  had  pointed  out 
long  before,  that  a  verb  singular  is  joined  to  a  noun 
plural,  noting  the  entireness  of  the  number  [a  period  of] 
"  seventy  weeks  is  cut  out,"  &c.  The  justness  of  this  is 
confirmed  by  Hengstenberg. 

*  "  The  seventy  weeks,  considered  as  forming  a  branch  of  the 
2300  days,  was  originally  due  to  the  sagacity  of  Ham  Wood,  Esq.  of 
Bosemead,** —  Hales*  Andym,  vol.  ii.  p.  518,  8vo. 
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;haito  xvii.        John  Johnson,    A.M.   maintains   the   fbllowiog  po^ 

BhiiMm  i74».     sitions : — 

I.  The  weeks  commence  firom  the  beginning  of  Daniel's 
prayer. 

II.  They  are  weeks  of  years^  and  all,  sa^e  the  last,  of 
eqaal  length.    [What  warrant  is  there  for  this  ezceptioD?] 

III.  The  first  seven  weeks  are  repeated  [so  that, 
according  to  him,  the  prophecy  is  of  seTenty-seven  weeks]. 

IV.  The  sixty-two  weeks  ended  with  the  actaal 
approach  of  Christ. 

V.  The  last  week  contains  seventy-seven  years,  be- 
ginning from  the  approach  of  Christ  and  ending  with  the 
destruction  of  Jerusalem  ;  and  he  adds,  rather  strangely, 
'^  this  I  conceive  explains  what  our  Saviour  says  about 
the  days  being  shortened."     Still  there  are  some  good 

'.S70.  points.     Johnson  is  correct  in  maintaining  that  the  weeks 

begin  with  the  prayer  of  Daniel ;  he  strongly  denies  the 
possibility  of  any  time  before  the  commencement  or  be- 
tween the  subdivisions  of  the  weeks ;  he  rightly  calls 
the  decree  a  divine  decree,  and  not  a  human  commission; 
he  sees  that  part  terminates  on  the  death  of  Messiah  and 

•.S7i.  p&rt  on  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem;  but  two  points  he 

seems  to  have  missed, —  one,  who  Darius,  son  of  Aha- 
suerus,  was,  the  other,  that  there  were  two  decrees,  one 
terminating  on  Messiah's  death,  one  on  the  destruction  of 
Jerusalem ;  and  that  was  what  made  him  maintain  the 
errors  in  his  second  and  fifth  propositions. 

[„«.  Hare  translates  and  expounds  the  prophecy  thus:  — 

Ver.  24.  **  Seventy  weeks  are  determined  upon  thy 
people,  and  upon  thy  holy  city,  to  restrain  rebellion," 
&c. 

Ver.  26.  '*  Know,  therefore,  and  understand,  from  the 
going  forth  of  the  commandment  to  restore  and  to  build 
Jerusalem  unto  Messiah  the  ruler,  shall  be  seventy-seven 
weeks.     Threescore  and   two  are  to  be  counted   back 
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again ;  and  then  the  street  shall  be  built  and  the  wall, 
even  in  tronbloas  times." 

Ver.  26.  "  And  after  threescore  and  two  weeks,  Mes- 
siah shall  be  cat  off,"  &c. 

Ver.  27.  "And  he  [the  governor  that  shall  come]  shall 
establish  a  treaty  of  peace  with  many  during  one  week." 

Hare  terminates  the  seventy-seven  weeks  with  the 
Lord's  coming  to  the  temple  at  twelve  years  of  age; 
from  this  he  reckons  back  sixty-two  weeks  for  the  com- 
pletion of  Jerusalem^  which  falls  on  the  fortieth  of 
Artaxerxes;  from  this  he  counts  forward  seventy  weeks 
to  the  rebellion  of  the  Jews,  the  beginning  of  the  last 
week,  in  which  the  utter  destruction  of  Jerusalem  is 
accomplished ;  the  one  week  coming  after  the  seventy, 
makes  eighty-six  weeks  in  all. 

I  think  Hare  must  have  been  hard  pressed  before  he 
would  have  made  so  many  doubles  backward  and  forward. 

Archbishop  Magbe  was  engaged  for  many  years  of  Archbishop 
his  life  upon  the  study  of  this  prophecy ;  and  we  may  be 
permitted  to  apply  to  him  what  was  said  of  him  by 
Dr.  Wall,  with  reference  to  another  subject.  "  If  Dr. 
Magee  was  unable  to  reconcile  [the  language  of  this 
prophecy  with  the  received  chronology],  this  object  can 
hardly  be  effectible  by  means  of  the  data  which  he  had 
before  him ;  for,  in  clearness  and  strength  of  intellect,  no 
writer  that  ever  enG:a&:ed  in  the  investis^ation  has  been  waii,  on  Alphas 

°    °  .  .  .      betic  Writing, 

found  his  superior."    The  pamphlet  is  entitled  "A  Dis-p.366. 
course  upon  the  Prophecy  of  the  Seventy  Weeks  of  Da- 
niel," by  Wm.  Magee,  Archbishop  of  Dublin  ;  Salisbury, 
W.  B.  Brodie  and  Co.  Canal  Street,  1837. 

"  Weeks  weeks,"  i.e.  a  multitude  of  weeks,  "  Thus," 
says  he,  *'  the  time  of  Messiah's  coming  is  sketched  in  a 
general  indefinite  outline,  which  the  angel  then  proceeds 
to  fill  up  with  the  most  minute  particulars  "...."  Know 
therefore,  and  understand  that,  from  the  going  forth  of 
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cbaito  xvn.  the  commandmeiit  to  restore  and  to  build  Jerasalem  onto 
Messiah,  the  prince  shall  be  weeks  seven  and  seventy/ 
539  Chaldean  years,  or  531  Julian  years,  and  ninety-two 
days.  The  decree  '*  can  be  no  other  than  the  decree  of 
Cyrus." ....''  Threescore  and  two  shall  the  street  be  built 
again  and  the  wall.'*  Daring  sixty-two  weeks,  the  city 
and  wall  should  stand  in  a  completed  state.  434  pro- 
phetic  years  make  427  Julian  years  and  278  days,  from 
the  thirty-second  of  Artazerzes  to  the  birth  of  Messiah." 
....  And  in  the  contracted  reckoning  of  the  times  (that 
is,  making  the  seventy-seven  weeks  only  as  many  pro- 
phetic years,  or  seventy-five  Julian  years,  and  326  days), 
'*  even  next  after  the  threescore  and  two  weeks  shall 
Messiah  be  cut  ofi*,  but  not  for  himself."  This  seventy- 
seven  years  the  archbishop  calculates  from  the  birth  of 
Messiah  to  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem. 
The  dates  he  adopts  are  — 

»        Decree  of  Cyrus,  June  22d b.c.  538 

City  finished  by  Nehemiah,  Dec.  20th  . . .       435 

Birth  of  Messiah,  Sept.  22d 7 

Destruction  of  Temple,  August  10th ...  a.  d.  70 

He  paraphrases  the  prophecy  thus : — 
*'  The  seventy  years  which  were  wanting  to  complete 
those  weeks  of  years  which  the  Jews,  forgetful  of  their 
law,  had  neglected  to  observe,  being  now  nearly  con- 
cluded, I  am  commissioned  to  inform  you  that,  agreeably 
to  the  divine  promise,  your  nation  shall  be  restored ;  and, 
with  a  view  to  the  accomplishment  of  the  divine  pur- 
poses, many  of  such  weeks  of  years  are  allotted  for  its 
continuance.  Even  weeks  weeks  of  years  are  deter- 
mined upon  thy  people  and  thy  holy  city  for  the  anoint- 
ing the  most  holy,  and  thereby  for  the  finishing  the 
transgression,  the  making  an  end  of  sins,  the  effecting 
atonement    for    iniquity,    the    bringing    in    everlasting 
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righteousness,  and  the  perfect  accomplishment  of  all  that 
had  been  foretold  by  the  prophetsf:*  That  you  may  the 
more  fully  comprehend  the  nature  of  that  assurance,  you 
must  know  and  understand  that,  from  the  going  forth  of 
the  long  foretold  decree  of  Cyrus,  for  the  return  from 
the  captivity,  and  the  rebuilding  of  your  city,  unto  the 
coming  of  the  long-promised  Messiah  the  Prince,  shall 
be  weeks  seven  and  seventy.  Threescore  and  two  of 
these  shall  the  city  and  its  walls  have  been  perfectly 
completed.  And  in  the  contracted  reckoning  of  those 
seven  and  seventy  times,  which  shall  follow  next  after  the 
threescore  and  two  weeks,  shall  Messiah  be  cut  off,  and 
the  city  and  sanctuary,  being  no  longer  acknowledged  as 
his,  coming  in  power  as  a  conquering  prince,  he  will  de- 
stroy the  rebellious  people,  overwhelming  them  as  with  a 
flood,  and  end  the  war  only  with  their  total  destruction. 
With  many  of  the  Jews  shall  he  confirm  the  Christian 
covenant,  through  that  one  week,  in  the  midst  of  which 
he  is  to  cause  the  sacrifice  and  oblation  to  cease,  by  the 
sacrifice  of  himself;  but,  when  upon  the  borders  of  the 
temple  he  shall  cause  the  abomination  of  desolation  to  be 
displayed,  then  an  utter  end,  even  a  speedy  one,  shall  be 
poured  upon  the  desolate." 

One  is  at  first  surprised,  though,  perhaps,  it  is  not 
difficult  to  account  for  such  a  strong  and  clear  intellect 
as  the  archbishop's  adopting  so  perplexed  and  compli- 
cated a  system  as  this.  The  decree  of  Coresch  and  the 
death  of  Messiah  were  so  obviously  the  termini  of  the 
decree,  Dan.  ix.  25,  that  he  could  not  surrender  these 
points ;  and  the  above  was  the  only  method  by  which  he 
could  reconcile  them  with  existing  views  of  chronology. 

Generally,  however,  those  who  make  the  excision  of 
Messiah  the  prominent  point  of  the  prophecy  set  aside 
the  decree  of  Coresch,  and  commence  the  seventy  weeks 
in  the  reign  of  Artaxerxes  Longimanus. 
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Cbafti  XVII. 
Vthtr. 


PtUflnt. 


Bishop  Lloyd. 


IfATShftll. 


UMigstMibwg. 


Archbishop  Ushbr  leads  the  way  in  starting  firom  the 
twentieth  of  that  king's  reign,  marking  the  terminatioo 
of  the  sixty-nine  weeks  with  the  commencemeot  of  oar 
Lord's  ministry  and  half  a  week  more  to  the  cmcifixion. 

Petavius  adopted  this  view  with  some  little  variation. 
Usher,  upon  the  authority  of  Thacydides,  raised  the 
twentieth  of  Artaxerxes  to  B.C.  454.  Petavius  supposed 
Artaxerxes  in  joint  reign  with  Xerxes  for  nine  years 
before  the  death  of  his  father. 

Bishop  Lloyd  dates  from  the  twentieth  of  Artaxerxes, 
but  computes  what  he  calls  Chaldsean  years  of  360  days, 
sixty-nine  weeks  of  such  years  make  476  Julian  years  to 
the  crucifixion  ;  the  seven  weeks  close  the  Old  Testament 
Canon  by  Malachi ;  the  seventieth  week  he  refers  to  the 
destruction  of  Jerusalem. 

Marshall  adopts  and  defends  this  view  with  some 
little  variation ;  it  seems  to  me  eminently  defective. 

Hengstenberg  has  revived  the  view  of  the  Primate  of 
Ireland.  He  conceives  that  Kriiger  of  late,  as  Vitringa 
formerly,  has  proved  the  twentieth  of  Artaxerxes  to  have 
been  b.c.  456.  He  supposes  the  city  was  completed  seven 
weeks  after  this  date, — the  sixty-ninth  week  ends  with 
the  commencement  of  our  Lord's  ministry,  v.c.  782.  He 
altogether  denies,  with  Ideler,  that  history  knows  any 
other  mode  of  reckoning  the  reign  of  Tiberius  than  from 
tlie  death  of  Augustus  ;*  the  last  week  is  divided  by  the 
crucifixion. 

But,  although  this  view  has  the  countenance  of  great 
names,  it  appears  very  defective.  The  seventy  weeks 
do  not  spring  from  the  time  of  Daniel's  prayer  ;  they  do 
not  embrace  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem ;  the  decree  of 


*  Greswell,  when  not  speaking  of  the  reign  of  Tiberius,  says,/'  I 
lay  it  down  as  a  fundamental  principle,  that  no  king*s  reign  bears  date 
except  fi-om  the  demise  of  his  predecessor." — ^Vol.  iv.  p.  489.  I  believe 
he  should  not  make  the  reign  of  Tiberius  an  exception. 
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Coresch  is  not  noticed ;  and  there  is  only  an  imaginary 
point  to  mark  the  termination  of  the  seven  weeks ;  and 
lastly,  there  was  no  decree  in  the  twentieth  of  Artaxerxes ; 
so  that,  out  of  six  necessary  points,  only  one  is  grasped 
by  this  interpretation. 

Mr.  Faber  commences  the  seventy  weeks  with  the  Faber. 
seventh  of  Artaxerxes  Longimanus,  and  terminates  them 
with  the  crucifixion.  The  holy  city  he  understands 
figuratively, —the  sixty-nine  weeks  reach  to  the  com- 
mencement of  the  Gospel  dispensation ;  the  seven  first 
weeks,  to  the  completion  of  the  figurative  holy  city,  that 
is^  the  Levitical  polity ;  the  half  week,  he  understands  of 
three  years  and  a  half  before  the  abolition  of  the  Levitical 
sacrifices  towards  the  close  of  the  siege  of  Jerusalem. 

Mr.  Greswell  understands  the  prophecy  to  contain  Gresweu. 
seventy  and  a  half  weeks,  divided  into  seven,  sixty-two, 
half  a  week,  and  one  week.  The  epoch  of  sixty-nine 
weeks  is  the  seventh  of  Artaxerxes,  B.C.  458,  and  its 
close  marks  the  commencement  of  John's  ministry,. 
A.D.  26,  the  consumnmtion  of  the  half  week,  the  virtual 
cessation  of  sacrifice  in  the  crucifixion ;  the  week  ending 
with  the  exclusive  preaching  to  the  Jews. 

Greswell  makes  the  seven  weeks  to  mark  a  new  point 
of  time  from  whence  to  count  the  seven  and  sixty-two 
weeks  again,  which  he  terminates  with  the  end  of  the 
Jewish  desolations,  a.d.  75;  thus,  like  Johnson,  be 
counts  the  seven  weeks  twice  over. 

Had  Mr.  Greswell  terminated  the  seven  and  sixty-two 
upon  the  crucifixion,  and  the  seventy  upon  the  desolations, 
instead  of  the  reverse,  I  think  his  view  would  have  been 
nearer  the  truth.  But,  against  making  the  half  week  dis- 
tinct from,  and  not  a  division  of,  the  one  week,  Hengsten- 
berg  mentions  "  a  fatal  objection,"  which  Marshall  before 
had  noticed,  ^'  the  article  does  not  allow  us  to  think  of  the 
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CBAfTWi  XVII.  half  of  a  week,  but  only  of  the  half  of  the  definite  before- 
nientioned  week.'* 

The  difficulties  appearing  so  great  in  the  way  of 
giving  an  orthodox  interpretation  in  conformity  with 
received  views  of  history,  some,  who  had  more  faith  than 
judgment,  set  aside  history  altogether.  Such  was  Hugh 
Broughton,  who  makes  490  years  from  the  first  of  the 
Cyrus  of  Herodotus  to  the  resurrection  of  Messiah. 

Others,  whose  faith  was  not  sufficient  to  outweigh 
their  judgment,  have  set  aside  the  Messianic  interpreta- 
tion altogether.  Sir  John  Marsham,  for  example, 
reckons  seven  weeks  to  Cyrus  the  prince,  God's  anointed, 
Isa.  xlv. ;  sixty-two  weeks  to  Antiochus,  who,  for  one 
week,  makes  a  covenant  with  many  of  the  Jews ;  for  half 
a  week  more  is  the  ceasing  of  the  daily  sacrifice  and 
setting  up  of  the  abomination  of  desolation,  1  Mac.  i. 
46,  64. 

LivELiE  reckons  seven  weeks  to  Messiah  the  Governor, 
from  the  third  of  Darius  Nothus  to  the  thirty-second  of 
Artaxerxes;  the  succession  of  anointed  priests  from  that 
time  he  supposes  to  be  intended  by  Messiah ;  then,  during 
sixty-two  weeks,  the  city  remained  built,  and  the  suc- 
cession of  priests  continued  to  the  ninth  of  Nero,  when 
the  seeds  of  Jerusalem's  captivity  were  sown  by  the 
extortion  and  cruelty  of  Albinus.  The  last  week  Messiah 
was  cut  off,  that  is,  the  last  ruler  of  Jerusalem,  when  the 
city  also  was  destroyed. 

1  know  not  whether  faith  or  judgment  predominate  in 
this  scheme ;  perhaps  it  gives  a  triumph  to  neither. 

Why  there  is  such  a  variety  of  interpretations  would 
not  be  altogether  an  idle  question.  It  is  not  simply  the 
difficulty  in  the  chronology ;  the  vigorous  minds  of  Sca- 
liger  and  Mede  had,  in  a  measure,  overcome  that  diffi- 
culty.    It  is  not  from  obscurity  in  the  language;  it  has 
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been  well  said  by  one,  that  we  are  not  embarrassed  by 
the  obscurity  but  by  the  plainness  of  the  language. 

I  think  the  variety  of  interpretation  is  caused  by  there 
being  so  many  points:  one  mind  seizes  upon  one  and 
gives  prominence  to  it,  while,  by  another,  that  is  neglected 
and  some  other  point  is  put  into  the  foreground ;  the 
more  simple  views  are  the  more  meagre,  and  those 
who  attempt  to  be  more  comprehensive  are  the  more 
complicated. 

With  Clement  of  Alexandria,  I  agree  that  the  temple 
was  rebuilt  in  seven  weeks,  and  that  sixty-two  weeks  from 
that  time  terminated  upon  Messiah. 

That  the  sixty-nine  weeks  terminate  upon  Messiah  is 
also  the  view  of  Usher,  Petavius,  Lloyd,  Marshall,  Heng- 
stenberg,  and  Faber. 

With  TertuUian,  Sulpitius  Severus,  Scaliger,  Mede, 
and  Parry,  I  commence  the  seventy  weeks  about  the  com- 
mencement of  the  reign  of  Darius  Nothus,  and  end  with 
the  conquest  of  the  Jews. 

With  TertuUian,  Sulpitius  Severus,  and  Parry,  I 
further  agree  that  Darius,  son  of  Ahasuerus,  was  Darius 
Nothus. 

With  Mede,  I  separate  the  seventy  from  the  seven 
and  sixty-two  weeks. 

With  Hales,  I  maintain  the  connexion  of  seventy 
weeks  with  the  prophecy  in  Dan.  viii. 

With  Chauncy,  Johnson,  and  others,  I  date  the  seventy 
weeks  from  Daniel's  prayer. 

With  Archbishop  Magee  and  Chauncy,  I  conceive  that 
the  decree  for  the  rebuilding  of  Jerusalem  must  be  that 
of  Coreseh. 

And  with  Mr.  Greswell,  I  see  that  two  classes  of  events 
are  predicted,  which  he,  with  great  clearness,  designates 
'*  the  facts  of  the  Christian  ministry,  and  the  facts  of  the 
Jewish  War," 
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CHArrem  XVII.  Thus,  though  upoii  the  whole,  my  view  of  the  pro- 
phecy is  not  precisely  the  same  as  that  of  any  of  my 
predecessors^  yet  I  am  not  without  powerful  authority 
for  all  my  positions ;  and  it  is  gratifying  to  observe  that 
the  earliest  views  are  those  with  which  mine  most  closely 
correspond. 

I  here  close  my  inquiry.  If  I  have  failed  in  elucidating 
the  prophecy,  I  am  in  the  predicament  of  many  who  have 
gone  before  me ;  if  even  I  have  succeeded  in  establishing 
my  principal  points,  I  doubt  not  I  have  erred  in  detail. 
If  any  are  inclined  to  think  I  have  meddled  with  matters 
too  high  for  me,  I  believe  none  are  more  aware  of  it  than 
I  am  myself.  I  have  been  led  by  a  way  which  I  knew 
not ;  but  to  an  end  which  I  greatly  wished.  I  trust  that  I 
have  at  least  made  out  a  case  sufficiently  strong  to  induce 
others  to  pursue  the  inquiry. 
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ON   THE  EXPRESSIONS   RELATIVE  TO  TIME 
IN  DANIEL,  CHAPS.  X.  XL  AND  XIL 


The  point  to  which  I  purpose  directing  my  attention  in  the 
last  prophecy  of  Daniel  is,  the  nature  of  the  time.  This,  indeed, 
is  of  primary  importance  in  fixing  the  laws  by  which  we  must 
be  governed  in  our  schemes  of  interpretation  ;  for  it  is  evident, 
if  the  1290  and  1335  days  are  to  be  taken  literally,  then  the 
important  events  of  the  latter  part  of  the  prophecy  will  be 
within  the  compass  of  a  man's  life,  and  will  relate  to  the  actions 
of  an  individual.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  1290  and  1335  are 
years,  they  will  extend  far  beyond  the  life  of  any  individual, 
and  must,  therefore,  be  applied,  not  to  a  person,  but  to  a  system. 
Thus  the  whole  character  of  the  prophecy  will  be  different. 

Some  may  infer,  from  the  2300  in  Dan.  viii.  having  proved 
to  be  years,  that  the  1290  and  1335  days  in  Dan.  xii.  must  be 
interpreted  to  denote  years  also.  But,  even  were  we  to  admit 
that  the  expression  in  Dan.  viii.  did  properly  denote  2300  diurnal 
revolutions,  but  which  symbolically  intimate  as  many  annual 
revolutions,  still  I  would  not  admit  any  analogy.  1.  Because 
the  prophecy  in  chap.  viii.  is  symbolical,  and,  therefore,  must 
be  unfolded  according  to  the  laws  of  symbolical  interpretation ; 
and  the  same  laws  may  possibly  extend  to  the  expressions 
relating  to  time.  But  the  prophecy  of  chaps,  x.-xii.  is  not 
symbolical,  nor  even  figurative,  but  is  literal ;  the  genius  of  the 
prophecy,  therefore,  being  different,  it  seems  to  follow  that  the 
laws  of  interpretation  may  also  be  different;  if,  indeed,  that 
can  properly  be  called  an  interpretation  which  is  only  an 
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.^^!^"''.'**.     adaptation  of  the  historical  facts,  when  fulfilled,  to  their  literal 
predictions. 

2.  The  expression  translated  '*  days,*'  in  Dan.  yiii.,  is  differeot 
from  the  terra  rendered  "  days "  in  Dan.  xii. ;  therefore,  no 
argument  for  interpreting  one  word  in  one  prophecy  of  one 
character,  can  be  drawn  from  the  explanation  of  a  different  word 
in  another  prophecy  of  anotlier  character. 

The  laws  for  elucidating  each  prophecy  must,  I  conceive, 
bo  decided  separately  according  to  the  character  and  genius 
of  each. 

Now,  the  character  of  the  prophecy,  chaps,  x.-xii.,  is  rather 
what  wc  may  call  biographicaly  for  it  details  the  actions  of  wdi- 
vidual  kings.  I  see  no  more  warrant  for  sayiog  the  wilful  king 
denotes  a  system,  than  for  saying  the  vile  person,  or  the  raiser  of 
taxes,  or  a  dozen  other  kings,  mentioned  in  the  prophecy,  denote 
sty  stems, — vileness  and  extortion  are  characteristic  of  individuals, 
and  why  not  wilfulness  ?  Surely,  if  the  wilful  king  denotes  any 
thing  but  an  individual,  the  King  of  the  South  who  comes 
against  him  must  equally.  The  genius  of  the  prophecy,  there- 
fore, seems  to  require  that  the  measure  ojf  time  connected  with 
the  actions  of  the  wilful  king  should  be  suitable  to  the  reign  of 
an  individual  king,  and  not  elongated  into  times  suitable  to  the 
continuance  of  a  system  from  generation  to  generation. 

"  Blessed  is  he  that  waiteth  and  cometh  to  the  thousand 
three  hundred  and  five  and  thirty  days,"  seems  to  imply  that 
sonic  individuals  would  endure  for  the  whole  1835  days. 

The  sketch  of  the  reigns  of  the  previous  individual  kings  is 
apparently  with  the  intention  of  introducing  the  reign  of  the  wil- 
ful king,  the  particulars  ofwhose  reign  are  more  larg^y  detailed. 
But  if  the  wilful  king  denote  not  an  individual,  but  a  system 
extending  through  a  period  of  above  1300  years,  the  account, 
which  is  so  minute  in  the  introduction,  when  it  comes  to  the 
special  subject  of  the  prophecy,  instead  of  being  a  circumstantial 
detail,  is  attenuated  into  the  vagueness  of  generality. 

The  use  of  the  same  term,  in  the  same  prophecy,  by  the 
angel  who  is  in  a  manner  identified  with  the  machinery  of  the 
prophecy,  seems  to  require  a  literal  acceptation.  <<  I  fiisted," 
says  Daniel,  "  three  weeks  of  days."*     During  these  '<  one  aad 

*  Hepgsteubcrg)  however,  objects  to  this  rendering. 
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twenty  days  "  the  angel  says  he  was  withstood.  Now,  no  one 
supposes  that  Daniel  fasted  one  and  twenty  years ;  we  must 
not,  therefore,  infer  that  the  angel  was  withstood  one  and  twenty 
years.  And  when  the  same  angel,  in  the  same  prophecy,  again 
mentions  **  days "  without  any  intimation  of  a  change  in  the 
term,  are  we  not  to  understand  it  in  the  same  sense  ? 

What  makes  this  argument  more  forcible  is,  that  the  term 
^^days"  is  not  used  in  the  prophecy,  but  in  the  explanation  of 
the  prophecj/,  which  the  angel  vouchsafed  to  give  to  the  man 
greatly  beloved.  We  could  scarcely  be  justified  in  looking  for 
a  recondite  meaning  in  a  term  in  the  explanation  of  a  pro- 
phecy, in  itself  so  plain  and  of  such  common  occurrence ;  for, 
in  that  case,  the  more  plain  a  term  is,  the  more  obscure  would 
be  the  explanation,  because  the  less  are  we  called  upon  to 
look  for  a  hidden  meaning ;  whereas,  on  the  other  hand,  if  the 
term  is  in  itself  somewhat  mysterious,  that  in  a  manner  directs 
us  to  attempt  unfolding  the  dark  saying. 

These  considerations  induce  me  to  think  it  more  probable 
that  the  words  are  to  be  taken  in  their  literal  acceptation. 

It  will  follow  that  the  time  of  the  wilful  king  must  be  within 
three  years  and  a  half  of  the  resurrection.  For  when  the  wilful 
king  comes  to  an  end,  "  many  that  sleep  in  the  dust  of  the  earth 
shall  awake,  some  to  everlasting  life,  and  some  to  shame  and 
everlasting  contempt." 

To  Daniel's  question,  "  Oh,  my  Lord,  what  [shall  be]  the 
end  of  these  [things]  ?  "  the  answer  is,  "  From  the  time  that  the 
daily  [sacrifice]  shall  be  taken  away,  and  the  abomination  that 
maketh  desolate  set  up  [there  shall  be]  1290  days."  All,  there- 
fore, from  ch.  xi.  31,  where  the  placing  of  the  abomination 
making  desolate  is  mentioned,  belongs  to  the  last  days. 

As  I  undertook  to  examine  the  times  of  Daniel,  chrono- 
logical and  prophetical,  I  felt  bound  to  state  these  reasons  for 
not  entering  into  any  historical  elucidation  of  the  prophecy  in 
Dan.  x.-xii. 
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Abednego  is  rendered  by  Wintle  '*  The 
Servant  ofthe  Shining  Light,"  112-13; 
probably  derived  from  object  of  Nebu- 
chadnezzar's worship,  112 

Abendana,  opinion  of,  on  Jubilean  year, 
same  as  author's,  35 

Aben  Ezra  says  the  Jews  reckoned  seventy 
years  from  first  of  Nebuchadnezzar, 
44  ;  asserts  that  Mordecai  went  into 
captivity,  61 ;  quoted  by  Gill,  as  to 
interpretation  of  Daniel,  ii.  5,  8,  p. 
139 

Abrabamel,  opinion  of,  on  Jubilean  year, 
same  as  autiior's,  35 

Abraham,  departure  of,  from  Ur  of 
Chaldees,  proves  antiquity  of  Chal- 
deans, 102-3-7 ;  curious  anachronisms 
concerning,  from  confounding  Kai 
Ka'oos  with  Nimrod  (Note),  250 ; 
called  Azerdust  by  ancient  Persian 
books— why,  250 

Abydenus  says  that  Nebuchadnezzar  suc- 
ceeded to  Saracus  in  empire,  95,  100  ; 
fragment  of  Megasthenes  preserved  by, 
and  by  Alphseus,  101 ;  says  that  Bu- 
salossorus  procured  ^e  daughter  of 
Astyages  for  his  son  Nebuchadnezzar, 
(see  Busalossorus)  95, 181 ;  statement 
of,  concerning  Chaldsean  periods  of 
time,  223 

Accub,  one  of  the  porters  with  Talmon, 
recorded  in  Ezra  and  Nehemiah,  71 

Achrazanes,  king  of  Asajn&t  succeeded 
Ophratanes,  reigned  forty-two  years, 
274 

Acises  ruled  over  Babylonians  thirty  days ; 
slain  by  Marodach-Baladanus,  200 

Acts,  chronology  of,  382 ;  St.  Paul's 
conversion  and  journey  mentioned  in, 
considered  (see  Paul),  383,  384 

Actium,  battle  of,  fought  in  seventh 
year  of  Herod's  reign,  B.C.  31,  p.  313 

Adam  Clarke,  378 

Adimantus,  story  of,  determines  a  date 
as  to  the  time  Herodotus  wrote,  190 

Adrammelek  and  Sharezer  made  Chinze- 
rus  and  Poms  in  ecclesiastical  canon,  198 

JBcolampadius  asserts  two  periods  of 
seventy  years,  47 


JSlius  Gallus,  one  of  three  first  governors 
sent  to  Eg3rpt  by  Augustus,  346-348 

^schylus  speaks  of  sl^  of  Babylonians 
in  ijie  bow,  154 ;  description  of  Xerxes 
by,  seems  to  corroborate  his  identity 
with  Ahasuerus,  256,  note 

^sop  (called  Lokman),  contemporary 
with  Pythagoras  and  Khasrau,  or 
Cyrus,  155;  was  fellow -slave  with 
Rhodope  at  court  of  Croesus,  sent  by 
him  to  Periander — ^killed  there,  186 

Afrasiab,  king  of  Turkistan,  story  of, 
from  history  of  Persia,  123  ;  name  of, 
occurs  in  Pishdadian  dynasty,  149 ; 
ceded  extensive  territory  to  Kobad, 
254  ;  Siydwest,  slain  by  order  of,  dur- 
ing his  father's  life,  258  ;  story  of, 
and  Ka'oos  seems  to  agree  with  that 
of  Cyaxares  and  Cyrus,  270  ;  of  Per- 
sian historians,  corresponds  with  Asty- 
ages of  Herodotus  (see  Kobad),  254 

Africanus,  cited  by  Suidas  and  Syncel- 
lus,  says  that  Nebuchodonosor  was 
called  Cambyses,  and  killed  by  Judith, 
127  ;  probably  had  something  to  do 
with  framing  ecclesiastical  canon,  199  ; 
see  also,  130-208-210,  211;  list  of 
Chaldsean,  of  Babylonian,  and  of 
Arabian  kings,  218 ;  list  of  kings  iden- 
tified by  Bryant  with  canon,  218 

Agathias  says  Persians  worshipped  Jupi- 
ter under  the  name  of  Bel,  112 

Agathocles,  king  of  Syracuse,  saw  total 
eclipse  sailing  from  Syracuse  to  Africa, 
278 

Agradad,  original  name  of  Cyrus  the 
Great,  252 

Agrippa  visits  Jerusalem  at  the  feast  of 
Tabernacles,  b.c.  15,  p.  319 ;  returned 
to  Rome  after  ten  years*  government 
— ^took  Antipater  with  him,  319  ;  jea- 
lousy of  Marcellus  awakened  against, 
and  had  gone  into  Syria,  b.c.  21,  note, 
320 ;  sent  for  from  East  to  marry 
Julia,  on  a  disturbance,  at  Rome,  note, 
320 

Ahashverosh,  same  as  Ahasuerus  (see 
Ahasuerus) 

Ahasuerus   came   to    the   throne   after 
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Darius,  the  Mede,  and  before  Coresch, 
58 ;  applied  by  Hales  to  Xerxes,  Ar- 
taxerxes,  Longimanus,  and  Astyages, 
58  ;  could  not  have  reig:ned  after  the 
captivity,  59,  60 ;  of  seed  of  the 
Medes,  was  king  during  the  captivity, 
Daniel,  ix.  1,  p.  65  ;  if  he  reigned 
during  the  captivity,  the  age  of  Mor- 
decai  harmonises  witili  facts,  66 ;  same 
name  as  Xerxes,  by  Brougfaton,  Sca- 
liger,  and  Gill,  79 ;  could  not  have 
been  before  Xerxes,  86 

Ahasuerus,  a  king,  mentioned  after  Co- 
resch,  Ezra,  iv.  6,  p.  66 ;  supposed 
with  probability  to  have  been  Arta- 
xerxes,  68 ;  might  have  been  Xerxes 
II.  who  succeeded  Artaxerxes,  68  ;  is 
Cambyses,  according  to  Mr.  Greswell, 
90 ;  argument  from  Pseudo-Megas- 
thenes  to  shew  he  was  before  Arta- 
xerxes, 242  ;  identified  with  Zohak, 
histories  of  Ferdousi  and  Chamich 
compared,  255 ;  if  he  was  Xerxes, 
Esther  was  married  before  he  ad- 
vanced to  Sardis,  280 

Ahasuerus  had  a  dream,  same  as  that  oi 
Zohak,  255;  identified  with  Zohak, 
see  comparison  between  them,  255  ; 
was  called  Ajdahak,  or  the  dragon, 
255-256  ;  feast  of,  might  have  been 
to  celebrate  reduction  of  Egypt,  280 

Ainsworth,  his  interpretation  of  Exodus, 
xi.  5,  p.  8  ;  cited,  367 

Alcmseonidse  argument  from  family  of, 
as  to  Pisistratus,  170 

Alexander  and  Aristobulus,  sons  of 
Herod,  by  Marianne,  sent  to  Rome, 
318  ;  envied  by  Salome,  calumniated 
to  Herod,  married,  319 ;  accused  by 
Herod  at  Rome,  but  reconciled  there 
to  him,  321  ;  bound  by  his  father,  Ve- 
conciled  by  Archelaus,  322  ;  both  sub- 
sequently imprisoned  by  their  father, 
323 ;  tried  by  Caesar's  advice  in  an 
assembly  calleid  to  judge  them,  324  ; 
being  slain,  u.c.  750,  their  father  died, 
u.c.  760 ;  i.  e.  a.d.  7,  p.  326 

Alexander  the  Great  met  Jaddua  the 
High  Priest  in  the  reign  of  Darius  III. 
89  ;  SanbaUat  was  contemporary  with, 
89  ;  ordered  Aristobulus  to  repair  the 
tomb  of  Cyrus  at  Pasargadse,  184  ; 
an  era,  reckoned  from  death  of,  used 
by  Ptolemy,  222;  calculation  from 
death  of,  gives,  b.c.  509,  for  capture 
of  Babylon,  261 

Alexander  Polyhistor  shews  how  the 
father  of  Nebuchadnezzar  obtained  his 
throne,  95,  126 ;  gives  pedigree  of 
Nebuchadnezzar,  140 ;  says  that  Bu- 
salossorus,  when  Satrap  of  Media  got 
the  daughter  of  Astyages  for  his  son 
Nebuchadnezzar,  181  ;  assigns  twenty- 


one  years  to  the  rei^  of  Sardanapalns, 
200 ;  fragment  from,  identifying  the 
Senecherib,  Elsarhaddim,  and  Maro- 
dach-Baladanus  of  Scripture,  201; 
text  of,  misrepresented  by  Eusebius, 
203 ;  calls  that  king  Sardanapalns, 
whom  Eusebius  calls  Nabopolasar, 
204,  214  ;  supposed  original  passage 
of,  and  GODsistoicy  of  same,  note, 
204-5  ;  quotmg  Eupolemus,  says  that 
Cham  was  called  Chomasbolus,  219 ; 
differs  two  generations  firom  Hero- 
dotus in  Persian  kings,  254 ;  and 
Abydenus  seem  to  identify  Senadierib 
and  Sardanapalns,  note,  274;  shews 
that  reign  of  Nebncfaadnezzar  bore 
same  relation  to  Astyages,  *^»*  author 
shews  it  bore  to  Darius  Hystaspes,  275 

Alexandria,  astronomers  of,  miut  have 
composed  astronomical  canon,  224 

Alexandrian  Chronicle  ;  see  ChnHnde 

Alexandrium,  governor  of  castle  of,  tor- 
tured by  Herod,  323 

Allen  says  that  the  period  of  desolation 
was  the  only  one  of  seventy  years,  46 ; 
argues  that  the  History  of  Esther  was 
during  the  ci^tivity,  note,  64 

AlUx  cited,  354 

Almagest  of  Ptolemy  shews  his  compu- 
tations made  by  Egyptian  years,  220 

Alyattes,  king  of  Lydia,  engaged  with 
Cyaxares  at  time  of  eclipse  c3  Thaks, 
167  ;  elder  Labynetus,  said  to  be  con- 
temporary with,  182 

Amaziah,  supposed  interregnum  between, 
and  Uzziah  disproved,  13—15 ;  apo- 
stasy of,  and  results  from  same ;  see 
interregnums,  16 

Ammeres  rejected  by  Jackson  and  Rosd- 
lini  from  the  twenty-sixth  Egyptian 
dynasty,  211 

Ammonius  of  Alexandria,  a  Christian 
philosopher  of  third  century,  226 

Amon,  an  error  given  in  duration  of  his 
reign,  20  ;  error  in  reign  of,  corrected, 
and  equivalent  in  that  of  Amaziah, 
considered,  25 

Amosis,  Cambyses  must  have  married 
twenty  or  thirty  years  before  the  death 
of,  185  ;  married  daughter  of  Psam- 
meticus  III.  probably  sister  of  Inams 
(see  Inarus),  187  ;  perhaps  provoked 
Cambyses  by  aiding  or  countenancing 
insurrection  under  him,  187  ;  probably 
the  general  is  the,  who  Herodotus 
styles  king,  188  ;  is  designated  in  hiero- 
glyphics a  tributary  king  or  viceroy, 
188 ;  irapUed  that  he  is  a  foreigner 
by  antithesis  in  Herodotus,  188  ;  and 
his  son  added  to  twenty-sixth  dynasty 
of  Egypt,  which  is  called  Saites,  188 ; 
added  to  accord  with  Herodotus,  but 
was  really  tributary  to  Persians,  189 ; 
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from  third  of  Necho  to  thirty-fifth  of, 
seventy-one  years  shewn  by  Stela  at 
Florence  (see  Florence),  209,  210; 
forty-fourth  year  of,  found  upon  the 
monuments,  note,  211  ;  prsenomen  of, 
found  in  hieroglyphic  inscriptions  on 
a  statue  in  the  Vatican,  227  ;  victory 
by  Persians  in  reign  of,  seen  recorded 
in  hieroglyphic  inscription  by  Rosel- 
lini,  228 ;  Egypt  overthrown  after 
the  death  of,  264  ;  was  a  tributary 
king,  as  Archbishop  Newcome  and 
Bishop  Newton  suppose,  266,  272 ; 
Herodotus  says  Egypt  was  most  pros- 
perous in  reign  of,  266,  272  ;  made 
tributary  king  under  Persia,  after  over- 
throw of  Apries,  272  ;  began  to  reign, 
B.C.  486 — eighteenth  year  of  captivity 
(see  table),  284 

Amynthas  mentions  taking  of  Nineveh 
by  Cyrus,  129  ;  improperly  corrected 
by  Freret  and  Volney,  129 ;  taken 
with  Diodorus  and  Strabo,  identifies 
Nebuchadnezzar  I.  with  Cyrus,  130 

Amytis,  according  to  Ctesias,  name  of 
daughter  of  Astyages,  married  Cyrus 
the  Great,  140,  253  ;  called  Amuitis 
by  Polyhistor,  and  said  to  have  mar- 
ried Nebuchadnezzar  (see  Mandane), 
140,  253 

Amyrtseus  established,  according  to  Ma- 
netho,  independence  of  Egypt  after 
death  of  Darius  Nothus,  265  ;  suc- 
cessftd  revolt  of,  according  to  Syncel- 
lus,  was  B.C.  404,  p.  265 

Anaitis,  an  idol  to  whom  the  Persian 
generals  erected  a  temple,  113 

Anaitis,  temple  of,  where  inhabitants  of 
the  Pontus  made  oaths  on  important 
matters,  132 

Anandates  and  Omanus,  Persian  idols  to 
whom  their  generals  erected  a  temple, 
and  founded  the  feast  of  the  Sacea,  113 

Anaxandrides  and  Ariston,  kings  of 
Sparta,  early  contemporaries  with 
Croesus,  179 

Annius  of  Viturbo,  ft'agment  of  Megas- 
thenespublishedby,  inhis  Fragments,  83 

Antiochus  Epiphanes,  Porphyry  said  that 
DanieVs  prophecies  were  written  in  the 
time  of,  77 

Antipater  committed  government  to 
Herod  when  only  fifteen  years  old, 
309 

Antipater,  son  of  Herod,  complained  of  his 
father's  length  of  life,310, 325 ;  brought 
to  court  when  his  father's  mind  had 
been  irritated  against  his  brothers 
Alexander  and  Aristobulus  (see  Alex- 
ander), 319 ;  continually  sent  to  Herod 
from  Rome  and  induced  him  to  accuse 
his  brothers  to  Csesar,  321  ;  about 
thirty-five   when    his    brothers    were 


strangled,  324 ;  feared  his  fa^er*B 
hatred,  procured  for  himself  to  be 
called  to  Rome,  325  ;  his  father  sends 
for  him  to  Rome,  returns,  his  father 
kills  him,  325 

Antiquities  compared  with  History  of 
War  (see  Josephus),  318 

Apis,  idol  of  Eg3rpt,  slain  by  Cambyses, 
prophecy  ftilfiUed,  137 ;  Cambyses 
said  to  have  gone  mad  in  consequence 
of  profaning,  269 

Apostles,  conference  of,  mentioned  Acts, 
XV.  question  of,  384 

Apries,  daughter  of,  married  twenty  or 
thirty  years  before  the  death  of  Amosis, 
185-187 ;  contrasted  as  an  Eg3rptian 
with  Amosis,  as  a  foreigner  by  Herod- 
otus, 188  ;  same  as  Vaphries,  seventh 
king  of  twenty-sixth  Eg3rptian  dynasty, 
212 ;  prsenomen  of  Ramesto,  found  in 
the  third  column  of  hieroglyphical 
tablet,  227 ;  came  immediately  after 
Cambyses  by  direct  evidence  of  the 
tablet,  228 ;  reigned  according  to 
Broughton  eighth  of  Nebuchadnezzar, 
272 

Apuleius,  Florid  2,  says  the  Persian 
Magi  were  at  Babylon,  120 

Aquila,  coming  from  Italy  under  decree 
against  Jews,  when,  387 

Aramite  or  S3rriac  language  spoken  by 
Chaldseans,  understood  by  educated 
Jews,  not  by  lower  orders,  108 ;  lan- 
guage of  intercourse  between  court  of 
Persia  and  colonies  of  Samaria,  108; 
was  the  language  of  the  Assyrian,  108 

Araxes,  borders  country  of  Medes  on  the 
Caspian  Sea,  112 

Arbaces  with  Belesis  the  priest  overthrew 
Nineveh,  106 ;  said  by  Megasthenes  to 
have  divided  the  kingdom  of  Sardana- 
palus  with  Belochus,  237 ;  from  first 
year  of,  to  last  of  Astyages,  256  years, 
saith  Eusebius,  275 

Arceanus  successor  of  Mardoc-Empadus, 
199 

Archelaus  reigned,  according  to  Josephus, 
before  Cyrenius  came  to  tax  Judea, 
311 ;  went  to  Rome  when  Varus  was 
president  of  Syria,  326 ;  Cyrenius  sent 
by  Csesar  to  seize  estate  of,  327  ;  when 
he  entered  on  his  ethnarchy  deposed 
Joazar,  330;  appears  to  have  been 
appointed  after  taxing  concluded,  made 
ethnarch  by  Caesar  of  one  half  of  his 
father's  territory,  333  ;  meagre  account 
of  reign,  by  Josephus,  335 ;  death  of, 
time  of  it  tested  by  date  of  marriage 
with  Glaphyra,  336 

Aretas,  king  of  Arabia  Petreea,  quarrels 
with  Herod  the  tetrarch,  why,  339; 
John  Baptist  beheaded  on  border  of 
dominions  of,  340 
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Ariamenefl,  elder  brother  of  Xerxes, 
reig;ned  in  Media,  80 

Aristobulus  ordered  by  Alexander  to  re- 
pair tomb  of  Cyrus,  184 

Anstobulus,  son  of  Herod  by  Mariamne, 
strangled  (see  Alexander) 

Aristophanes  says  the  cock  was  called 
the  rersian  bird,  112 

Aristotle  computes  seventeen  years  for 
the  last  tyranny  of  the  Pisistratidae,  172 

Arius  Montanus  quoted  to  prove  that 
Mordecai  went  into  captivity,  61 

Armenia,  history  of,  compared  with  Fer- 
dousi  as  to  Zohak  and  Ahasuerus,  255 

Amobius,  Stanley  says,  confounds  the 
Persian  Zoroaster  (see  Stanley),  119 

Arnold's  objection  as  to  history  of  Judith, 
answered,  127 

Arphaxad,  Nebuchadnezzar  supposed  to 
war  against,  for  his  treachery  to  Bel- 
shazzar,  259 ;  Nebuchadnezzar  makes 
war  with  on  testimony  of  Judith,  271 ; 
was  father  of  Jemsheed,  say  Persian 
historians,  272 ;  mentioned  by  Cirbied 
and  Martin,  276 

Arrian  gives  Aristobulus's  account  of 
tomb  of  Cyrus,  184 

Arrows,  divining  by,  ascribed  to  King  of 
Babylon,  Ezek.  xxi.  21,  p.  122 ;  illus- 
trated by  story  from  history  of  Persia, 
123 ;  perhaps  similar  custom  traced 
from  the,  shot  by  Darius,  123 

Artabazus,  a  general  who  assisted  Cyrus 
in  subduing  Asia  Minor,  270 

Artaxerxes  the  First,  a  king  who  reigned 
after  Coresch,  Ezra,  iv.  6,  7,  p.  66 ; 
decree  of,  caused  building  of  temple 
to  cease,  67  ;  succeeded  by  Darius  son 
of  Ahasuerus,  68  ;  identified  with  Ar- 
taxerxes Longimanus,  81,  90,  161 ;  is 
Smerdis  according  to  Mr.  Greswell, 
90 ;  said  to  have  succeeded  Cyrus, 
235,  237 ;  said  to  have  warred  with 
Arphaxad,  235 ;  occura  in  Septuagint 
of  Daniel,  v.  31  (Rome  1771),  instead 
of  Darius  the  Mede,  240 

Artaxerxes  the  Second,  succeeds  Darius 
son  of  Ahasuerus,  68 ;  his  twentieth  year 
about  fifty  years  after  the  first  of  Co- 
resch, 7 1,72;  identified  with  Artaxerxes 
Mnemon,  81 ;  consecrated  in  a  temple 
dedicated  to  tlie  goddess  of  war,  133 

Artaxerxes  Longimanus  identified  with 
Behmen,  159, 160;  during  his  reign  Co- 
resch was  over  Persia  and  Babylon,  162 ; 
commanded  to  beautify  the  temple  in 
seventh  year  of  reign,  417 ;  first  day 
of  first  month  in  eighth  year  of,  re- 
formation by  Ezra  completed,  417  ;  an 
edict  in  twentieth  year  of,  supposed  by 
Hengstenberg,  414 ;  was  no  decree  in 
twentieth  of,  431 

Aryandes,  governor    of  Egypt,   placed 


over  it  by  Cambyses,  180 ;  killed  by 
Darius  Hyspastes  for  imitsting  darics 
in  silver,  180 

Asa,  date  of  commencement  of  his  re%n 
compared  with  that  of  Jeroboam,  illiu- 
trates  mode  of  computing  reigns  of 
kings  of  Judah  and  Israel,  9 

Asbolus,  a  name  supposed  to  have  been 
added  to  Cham,  signifying  black  or 
burned,  219 

Asordaneus  (see  Isarindinus) 

Assaradinus  (see  Isarindinus) 

Assembly's  Aimotation,  argument  of, 
against  interregnum,  16 ;  Gataker, 
306,  note 

Assembly's  Commentary,  errors  of,  as  to 
the  site  of  Babylon,  102 

Assor-Adon,  given  by  Megasthenes  as 
fifth  king  of  Babylon,  reigned  ten  yean 
(same  as  Elsarhaddon  and  Isarindiniis 
which  see),  237 

Assyria,  fall  of,  predicted  in  reign  of 
Josiah,  92 ;  monarchy  of  existed  till 
within  four  yeare  of  Babylon's  exalta- 
tion, 92 ;  had  passed  away  before 
eleventh  year  of  Jeconiah's  ciqptivity, 
92 ;  testimony  of  Dicsearchus  concern- 
ing, 106;  Nabopolassar  vdth  Cbal- 
dsean  army  revolted  frY>m  and  seized 
Babylon,  107 ;  twice  conquered,  eacb 
time  by  a  Median  and  Chaldean 
power  combined,  232  ;  kingdom  of, 
with  Babylon,  made  tributary  to  Persia 
by  Cyrus,  276 ;  was  overthrown  before 
termination  of  Captivity,  297 

Assyrian,  Isaiah,  xiv.  25,  is  probably  Se- 
nacherib,  298  ;  Babylon  was  for  shoit 
time  under  power  of,  298 

Aistrologers,  truth  of,  tested  by  Nebu- 
chadnezzar withholding  his  dream,  139 

Astronomera  were  not  in  the  habit  of 
using  era  of  Nabonassar,  221 

Aistronomers,  Chaldsean,  proved  to  have 
employed  a  period  composed  of  hmar 
months,  223 

Astronomers,  at  Babylon,  never  employed 
era  of  Nabonassar,  224 

Aistronomy,  cultivation  of,  by  Ka'ooe 
corresponds  with  his  being  identified 
with  Jemsheed,  250 

Astyages,  advanced  wiUi  Nabopolassor 
against  Nineveh,  100;  herdsmen  of, 
kaew  father  and  grandiiSather  of  Cyras 
weU,  131 

Aistyages  and  Cyrus,  battle  between,  city 
built  where  last  was  fought,  132,  134; 
battle,  where  fought,  and  arguments 
from,  134 

Astyages  did  not  live  at  very  distant  period 
from  Darius,  178  ;  captivity  said  to  end 
in  reign  of,  234  ;  corresponds  vdth  the 
Afrasiab  of  Persian  historians,  254 ;  ma- 
ternal grandfather  of  Cyrus  (see  Afrasiab 
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and  Kobad) ,  254 ;  identified  with  Darius 
and  Arphaxad  of  book  of  Judith,  271 ; 
speech  of  Praxaspes  to  Cambyses,  con- 
cerning, accounted  for,  271 

Astyages  and  Darius  Hystaspes  shewn  to 
be  contemporary  from  Herodotus,  275 ; 
considered  identical  by  author,  275 

Astyages  called  Darius  by  Ecclesiastical 
Canon,  275  ;  reign  of  Nebuchadnezzar 
bears  same  relation  to,  as  to  Darius,  275 ; 
shewn  to  be  Darius  the  Mede  by  several 
authorities,  275  ;  reign  of,  prior  to  that 
of  Busalossorus  over  Babylon,  181 

Athenseus,  story  of,  compared  with  same 
by  Merkhond,  147 

Athens,  Pisistratus  third  time  tyrant  of, 
when  Croesus  sent  to  inquire  condition 
of,  168,  169;  why  Croesus  preferred 
the  aid  of  Sparta  to  that  of,  168,  169 

Augustine  cited,  388 

Augustus,  thirteenth  consulate  of,  thirty 
years  before  Velleius  wrote,  B.C.  1, 
p.  319;  was  ill  during  his  eleventh 
consulate,  320;  names  of  governors 
sent  by,  to  Egypt,  346 

Authorities  as  to  seventy  years'  desola- 
tion cited,  44 

Avil-Marodochus  (see  Evil-Merodach) 

Az€uriah,  fellow-captive  of  Daniel  re- 
turned from  bondage  aged  about  eighty- 
two,  77 

Azhdahak,  a  name  given  to  Zohak  by 
Moses  of  Cherone,  255 

Baasha,  king  of  Israel  (see  Nadab) 

Babas,  sons  of,  kept  sQive  twelve  years 
after  taking  of  Jerusalem,  315 

Babel,  in  Oriental  Geography,  said  to  be 
the  chief  glory  of  Iran,  116 

Babylon,  after  return  from,  no  Jobel 
kept,  36 ;  rise  of,  predicted  during  the 
reign  of  Josiah,  92 ;  Nebuchadnezzar 
probably  left  by  his  father  to  fortify, 
and  when,  100;  not  to  north,  but  a 
little  to  south,  and  far  to  east  of  Je- 
rusalem, 102 ;  not  always  seat  of  the 
Chaldseans  (see  Chaldsans),  105  ;  tes- 
timony of  Dicsearchus  as  to  building 
of,  106 ;  extravagant  pretensions  of, 
denounced  by  Cicero,  106 ;  a  province 
of  the  Assyrian  kingdom  800  years 
before  Christ,  106;  mhabited  by  two 
distinct  people  of  different  languages, 
106  ;  people  of,  not  to  be  confounded 
with  Chaldseans  (see  sketeh  of  latter 
by  Gesenius),  107  ;  seized  on  probably 
by  Nabopolassar  shortly  before  Jewish 
captivity,  107 ;  Sheshack,  a  name 
given  to  derivation  of,  110;  country 
of,  subject  to  Persia  in  days  of  Jem- 
sheed,  116 ;  shewn  by  various  au- 
thorities to  have  been  in  power  of 
Persians,  121 ;  king  of,  said  to  divine 


by  arrows,  a  custom  among  Arabians, 
and  illustrated  by  a  story  from  history 
of  Persia,  122;  in  royal  palace  of, 
bricks  found  with  inscription  on  (see 
Inscription),  123 ;  ordinary  view  of 
lying  between  Croesus  and  Cyrus, 
mistake  of,  134 ;  conquest  of,  shewn 
to  be  in  nineteenth  of  Hezekiah  or 
close  of  eighteenth,  206,  207,  298; 
first  shewn  by  reign  of  Sennacherib 
and  Esarhaddon,  second  by  Merodach 
Baladan  and  Elibus,  207;  list  of 
kings  of,  by  Philo  and  Megasthenes, 
237-238  ;  seVenty  years  of  kings  of, 
how  apportioned  by  Astronomictd  Ca- 
non, 268  ;  taken  by  Cyrus  when  kings 
were  expelled  from  Rome,  b.c.  510, 
p. 260;  (see Table),  282;  prophecies  re- 
lating to  overthrow  of.  Dr.  Keith's  book 
considered,  292-307  ;  prophecy,  Isaiah, 
xiv.  25,  cannot  apply  to  over&row  of, 
by  Cyrus,  297 ;  Merodach  Baladan, 
king  of,  probably  Mede,  299 ;  part  of 
Isaiah,  xxi.  2,  applied  to  siege  of,  by 
Dr.  Keith,  299;  prophecy  against, 
Isaiah,  xxi.  2,  agrees  with  conduct  of 
Darius  to  Belshazzar,  301 ;  prophecy 
against,  verse  10,  seems  to  imply  that 
Jews  would  suffer  in  capture  of,  301 ; 
prophecy  against  Isaiah,  xliv.  24,  to 
xlv.  13,  considered,  301,  302 ;  pro- 
phecy against  Jeremiah,  1.  to  li.  exa- 
mined, 302-306 ;  burning  of  the  reeds 
of,  considered,  and  translation  of  Jonah 
proposed,  306 ;  capture  of,  author 
concludes,  corresponds  with  that  by 
Darius  Hystaspes,  306 ;  division  of 
kingdom  not  fulfilled  by  the  generally 
received  plan,  307 

Babylonian-Babylonians  (see  Babylon), 
100 

Bagapates,  a  general  under  Cambyses, 
sent  by  him  with  body  of  Cyrus  to 
Persia,  184  ;  marched,  according  to 
Ctesias,  against  Amyrtseus,  king  of 
Egypt,  and  conquered  him,  187 

BaUy,  Mr.  calculation  of,  on  the  eclipse 
ofThales,  276-278 

Bakbukiah,  one  who  came  up  with  Ze- 
rubbabel  (see  list),  71 

Bakhtnasar,  a  name  of  Nebuchadnezzar, 
son  of  Gudarz  or  Cyrus,  130,  157 ; 
called  by  Arabs  Bochtonassar,  ety- 
mology of,  note,  130 ;  made  an  inde- 
pendent king  by  Lohorasp,  laid  waste 
the  temple  of  Jerusalem,  delivered  Je- 
remiah, went  against  Egypt,  over- 
threw Pharaoh  Necho,  157  ;  identified 
with  Nebuchadnezzar  (see  Cambyses 
and  Nebuchadnezzar),  158,  182 

Baptist  (see  John) 

Barnes,  interpretation  of  Isaiah,  vii. 
examined,  343,  344 
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Barnes  states  the  ordinary  interpreta- 
Uon  of  Isaiah,  xliv.  27,  p.  301 

Baronius,  time  of  Herod's  death  stated 
by,  310  ;  right  in  saying  Josephus  left 
out  nine  years  from  reign  of  Herod, 
335  ;  cited  also,  383 

Barthelamy,  calculation  of  times  of  ty- 
ranny and  exile  of  the  Pisistratidae, 
171 

Battle  between  Croesus  and  Cyrus,  where 
fought,  and  arguments  from,  134 ; 
between  Cyrus  and  Astyages,  where 
fought,  and  reasoning  from,  132 

Bede  says  Cambyses,  son  of  the  elder 
Cyrus,  was  called  by  Jews  Nebu- 
chodonosor,  127 ;  authority  of,  as  to 
St.  Paul's  conversion,  383 ;  cited, 
386,  387 

Behmen,  sixth  king  of  the  Kaianian 
Dynasty,  149,  159  ;  called  Daraz-dash 
or  long-handed,  firom  extent  of  his 
sway,  159,  and  note;  sages  contem- 
porary with  Hippocrates  and  Demo- 
critus,  160 ;  is  Artaxerxes  Longi- 
manus,  160 ;  deposed  Balknassar's  son 
from  goyemment  of  Babel,  committed 
it  to  Kuresh  or  Coresch,  159  ;  said  by 
Tarikh,  Montekheb,  and  Merkhond,  to 
have  rebuilt  Jerusalem,  159 

Bel  was  the  god  of  Nebuchadnezzsur, 
name  given  by  Persians  to  Jupiter 
(under  which  they  worshipped  him), 
112 ;  a  component  part  of  Belshazzar, 
112 

Belesis  the  priest,  with  Arbaces,  over- 
threw Nineveh,  106 

Belibus,  or  Elibus ,  successor  of  Merodach- 
Baladin  (see  Elibus),  199,  200 

Bellona,  temple  of  Ma  or  the  Moon, 
dedicated  to,  in  Comana,  133 

Belochus,  prefect  of  the  army  of  Sar- 
danapalus,  237 ;  said,  in  fragment  of 
Megasthenes,  to  have  divided  monarchy 
with  Arbaces,  237 ;  to  have  made  the 
condition  that  he  should  rule  over 
Babylon,  237 ;  given  first  in  list  of 
kings  of  Babylon  by  Megasthenes, 
reigned  forty-eight  years,  237 

Belshazzar,  termination  of  his  reign  ac- 
complished by  Darius  the  Mede,  53  ; 
overthrow  of,  supposed  by  some  to 
terminate  the  seventy  years*  desola- 
tions, 241 ;  overthrow  of,  supposed  by 
others  to  terminate  the  seventy  years 
of  Chaldsean  monarchy,  242 ;  no  king 
in  Berossus,  Megasthenes,  or  Poly- 
histor,  corresponds  with,  256 ;  was  son 
and  heir,  not  grandson,  to  Nebuchad- 
nezzar, 257 ;  said  to  be  son  of  the 
daughter  of  Darius,  by  author  of 
Scholastical  History,  257  ;  Evil-Me- 
rodach  supposed  to  be,  by  Sir  J. 
Marsham,    257 ;     probably    reigned 


only  daring  his  father's  lifetime,  258, 
269 ;  is  said,  in  a  manuscript  at  Ox- 
ford, to  have  reigned  with  his  &ther, 
258 ;  probably  was  Siyawesh  of  Per- 
sian historians,  257,  269;  feast  of, 
does  not  correspond  with  fiMtival  men- 
tioned by  Xenophon,  300 ;  Joseph  Ben 
Gorion  says  it  was  a  festival  for  victory 
over  the  Medes,  300 ;  revel  denoted 
in  Jer.  U.  39,  57,  p.  306 ;  Jer.  L  14, 
43,  refers  to,  compare  vridi  Dan.  v.  6, 
p.  303 ;  declaration  of  Danid  to, 
examined,  306,  307 

Belus,  the  gate  of  Babylon,  through 
which  army  of  Darius  enter^,  305 

Ben  Merodach,  given  by  Megasdienes  as 
seventh  king  of  Babylon,  rdgned 
twenty-one  years,  237 

Benson,  Mr.  remark  on  forced  inter- 
pretation of  Luke,  308 

Berachias,  son  of  Salathiel  or  Shealtid, 
grandson  of  Joiakim,  235 

Berachias'  Zerubbabel,  in  first  year  of 
Cyrus,  went  up  to  Jerusalem,  235 

Berossus,  testimony  of,  that  Jews  were 
led  captive  in  reign  of  Nebnchadnezzar 
the  First,  95  ;  says  the  feast  of  tiie 
Sacea  was  held  in  Babylon  five  days, 
113 ;  says  that  Nebuchadnezzar  made 
Babylon  inaccessible  by  the  river,  129, 
139,302;  mentions  conquest  of  Egypt 
by  Nebuchadnezzar,  134  ;  freed  fitmi 
charge  of  anachronism,  184  ;  no  trace 
of  era  of  Nabonassar  to  be  found  in, 
224;  (see  pages  100,  101,  181,199, 
214, 217, 221, 264,  266,  267, 268,270, 
273) 

Bethabara,  marked  by  Lightfoot,  noitli 
of  Sea  of  Galilee,  370 

Bethany,  journey  to,  and  determinatioii 
of  Phansees  to  kill  our  Lord,  371; 
miracles  of  our  Lord  there,  his  preadi- 
ing  and  its  effects,  375,  376 

Betl^da,  reason  why  blind  man  ordered 
not  to  go  there,  364  ;  probably  not  hr 
from  where  John  baptised,  370 

Bible,  Latin,  of  Benedictus  shews  that 
Mordecai  went  into  captivity,  61; 
Geneva,  arg^uments  to  prove  the  same, 
61 ;  Bomberg's  larchi  in,  proves  the 
same,  61 

Blair  calculates  times  of  tyranny  and 
exile  of  the  Pisistratidae,  171,  172 

Bloomfield  and  others  have  derived  opi- 
nion that  Xerxes  died  b.c.  474,  p.  281; 
cited,  378 

Books,  historical,  canon  by  which  are 
regulated,  8 ;  prophetical,  how  differs 
from  these,  31 

Bour  Dehesch,  a  book  of  Zoroaster's 
acute  remark  of  Volney  on,  133 

Bow,  art  of  drawing,  earned  to  great  per- 
fection under  Kaianian  princes,  154 
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Boyer,  quoted,  354 

Brentius  shews  that  Mordecai  went  mto 
captivity,  61 

Bricks  in  palace  of  Babylon,  inscrip- 
tions found  on  (see  Babylon,  Perse- 
polis,  Grotefend),  124 

Broughton  quotes  universal  testimony  of 
Jews  as  to  their  reckoning  the  seventy 
years*  captivity  from  first  of  Nebu- 
chadnezzar, 44  ;  proves  Mordecai  to 
have  gone  into  captivity,  61 ;  asserts 
that  Ahashverosh  and  Xerxes  cor- 
respond the  Hebrew  to  the  Greek,  79; 
quotes  MS.  of  Maximus  Monachus  to 
identify  Darius  the  Mede  with  Darius 
Hystaspes,  83 ;  says,  according  to 
Clemens  and  Marianus  Scotus,  that 
Apries  reigned  the  eighth  of  Nebu- 
chadnezzar, 272  ;  interpretation  of  se- 
venty weeks  of  Daniel  by,  432 ;  see 
also  413 

Brown,  Mr.  thinks  Josephus  an  accom- 
plished rogue,  341;  argument  of,  on  a 
coin  said  to  be  of  Herod  Antipas, 
note,  380;  opinions  and  reasonings  of, 
on  journeys  of  St.  Paul,  384 ;  cited 
also,  313,  387,  405,  416 

Brutus,  death  of,  taken  as  date  to  fix  the 
battle  of  Marathon  (by  Dionysius 
Halicamassus),  280 

Bryant,  Mr.  confesses  that  the  list  of 
Africanus  was  new-modelled  to  form 
the  Astronomical  Canon,  219 

Bullenger,  shews  that  Mordecai  went 
into  captivity,  61 

Burning,  when  ceased  to  be  a  punishment 
in  Persia,  note,  120 

Burton,  on  chronology  of  Acts,  quoted, 
382,  383,  385 

Busalossorus,  father  of  Nebuchadros- 
sorus,  a  general  of  Saracus,  95 ;  was 
probably  a  hardy  mountaineer  from 
borders  of  Media,  126  ;  probable  rea- 
sons of  his  revolt,  from  Abydenus  and 
Alexander  Polyhistor,  126  ;  when  Sa- 
trap of  Media  got  the  daughter  of 
Astyages  for  his  son  Nebuchadnezzar, 
181 ;  reigned  twenty-nine  years  ac- 
corcting  to  Berossus,  or  twenty-one 
according  to  Canon  of  Ptolemy,  181 ; 
whether  same  individual  with  the  Na- 
bopolassar  of  Josephus,  the  Sardana- 
paluB  of  Polyhistor,  and  the  Nabopo- 
lassar,  in  whose  reign  eclipse  was 
observed,  doubtful,  208 

Csesar,  Herod  built  beautiful  temple  to, 
in  country  of  Zenodorus,  316 ;  Herod's 
sons  Alexander  and  Aristobulus  came 
to  court  of,  318 ;  irritated  against 
Herod  by  Sylleus,  declares  will  treat 
him  as  a  subject,  323 ;  all  the  nation 
required   to  swear  fidelity  to,   324  ; 


ordered  (author  thinks)  the  enrolment 
by  Cyrenius,  325  ;  treated  Herod  as  a 
subject  by  levying  a  tax  on  his  coun- 
try, 328 

Caesarea,  built  by  Herod  after  his  mar- 
riage, 316 ;  completed  and  dedicated 
in  twenty-eighth  year  of,  318 

Caiaphas  deprived  of  high-priesthood  by 
ViteUius,  337 

Cajetan,  cited,  378,  386 

Calixtus,  354 

Calmet  says  the  Cuthites  came  from  the 
country  of  the  Medes,  112 

Calvin  and  Willet,  just  opinion  of,  on 
seventy  weeks  of  Daniel,  425 

Calvinus  and  Assinius  Pollio,  consuls, 
Olymp.  184,  b.g.  40,  Herod  made 
king  (see  Consuls),  313 

Calvisius,  354 

Cambyses  took  Pythagoras  prisoner  and 
sent  him  to  Babylon,  120;  identified 
with  Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second  (see 
Nebuchadnezzar),  126,  272 ;  conquest 
of  Egypt  by,  some  historians  men- 
tion, some  omit,  135  ;  conquest  of 
Egypt  by,  exact  fulfilment  of  pro- 
phecy, 136-138, 265;  anger  of,  against 
his  brother,  for  superior  skill  with  the 
bow,  154 ;  no  king  answerable  to, 
comes  between  Khosrau  and  Lohorasp, 
158 ;  identified  with  Bakht-nassar, 
158  ;  answer  of  Praxaspes  to,  argu- 
ment from,  179,  180,  271 ;  account  of 
his  marriage,  by  Herodotus,  impro- 
bable, 185 ;  from  his  conquest  of 
Egypt,  Diodorus  says  Persians  reigned 
135  years,  187 ;  no  such  name  in 
Persian  records.  Scriptures,  nor  dis- 
covered by  Grotefend,  in  cuneiform  in- 
scriptions, 195,  229 ;  name  found  in 
hieroglyphical  inscription  on  Cosseir 
Road,  and  in  Vatican,  227-229  ;  iden- 
tified with  Ka'oos,  250;  appears  a 
corruption  of  Kumbakht,  or  **  the  un- 
fortunate," a  title  of  Nawser,  251 ; 
story  of  going  mad,  after  profaning 
temple  of  Apis,  applies  to  Nebuchad- 
nezzar the  Second,  269;  see  pages 
127, 130, 140, 141, 174, 177, 184, 194, 
244,  265,  270 ;  (see  Zopyrus) 

Cambyses,  probably  another  individual, 
gave  the  son  of  Harpagus  to  be  eaten 
by  his  father,  262 ;  reigned  seventeen 
or  eighteen  years,  261,  and  note;  the 
eclipse  probably  in  his  reign,  261 

Canon  of  Ptolemy,  Astronomical  Canon 
so  called  (see  Canons)  ;  list  of  kings 
from  Darius  the  First  to  Darius  the 
Third,  compared  with  Scripture,  90 

Canon  of  Syncellus,  not  adapted  to  the 
seventy  years'  captivity,  199;  probably 
more  genuine  than  that  of  Theon,  202; 
calls  Astyages,  Darius,  275 
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Canon  of  Theon,  arranged  to  coireapond 
with  that  theory  of  Captivity  which 
dates  from  the  nineteenth  of  Nebn- 
chadnezzar,  199 ;  accords  with  Be- 
rossus,  as  stated  by  Josephus,  200; 
altered  methodically,  and  for  a  par- 
pose,  200-202 ;  altered  with  a  desire 
to  approximate  it  to  Scripture,  202; 
composed  perhaps  by  Ammonius  of 
Alexandria,  226 

Canons,  Astronomical,  four  reigns  oat  of 
twenty-three  recorded  in  connexion 
with  eclipses,  193 ;  three  grounds  of 
uncertainty,  195 ;  the  two  copies  of 
Syncellus  and  of  Theon  compared, 
196,  199;  identical  till  the  reign  of 
Isarindinus,  differ  after,  reason  why, 
199,  201 ;  differ  as  to  who  was  the 
Nabopolaissar,  in  whose  reign  the 
eclipse  was  observed,  199  ;  both  had  a 
common  origin,  one  altered  method- 
icaUy,  and  for  a  purpose,  200;  both 
mistaken  in  the  Nabopolassar,  in  whose 
reign  the  eclipse  was  observed,  213 ; 
differ  from  Herodotus  and  other  his- 
tories, 217;  names  in,  derived  from 
the  list  of  AMcanus,  218 ;  have  been 
the  work  of  astronomers,  not  of 
Chaldsea,  but  of  Alexandria,  224 ; 
skeleton  of,  constructed  probably  by 
Ptolemy,  225 

Canon,  Ecclesiastical,  makes  the  first  of 
M ardoc  Empadus  forty-fourth  and  not 
twenty-seventh  of  era,  196, 197;  num- 
bers in,  suit  one  computation  of  the 
seventy  years'  captivity,  197  ;  extends 
Nabonassor's  reign  to  twenty-five 
years,  why,  198 ;  probably  formed  by 
some  early  Christian  chronologer,  and 
how,  199 ;  differs  from  Syncellus,  and 
agrees  with  Theon  in  the  reign  of  Na- 
bonadius,199;  differs  from  both  in  one 
feature  of  antiquity,  199 ;  was  formed 
on  the  basis  of  some  astronomical  ob- 
servations, so  as  to  be  conformable  to 
Scripture,  202;  is  perhaps  as  old  as 
Africanus,  226 
.  Canons,  three  Ecclesiastical,  astronomical 
of  Syncellus,  and  of  Theon,  196 ;  in- 
ternal features  of,  elicited  and  com- 
pared, 196;  era  and  kings  reigns  in, 
correspond  only  in  two  instances,  197; 
differences  between  methodical  and  de- 
signed, 197 ;  relative  distances  in 
eclipses,  how  preserved,  205 ;  three 
compared  with  Scripture  and  with 
Manetho,  213 

Capernaum,  our  Lord's  miracles,  and 
sojourn  there,  357-358 

Captivity  and  desolation,  periods  of,  re- 
conciled and  distinguished,  47 ;  when 
terminated,  and  by  whom,  49,  57,  241 ; 
Mordecai  went  into,  60-64;  the  se- 


ventjr  years  of,  were  imder  the 
dommion,  126;  Scriptural  evidence  lor 
time  of,  Appendix  to  Chapter  YII. 
144,  145 ;  conflictiiig  opinions  re- 
specting, 233 ;  dates  of  events  dming, 
with  regard  to  vulgar  era,  259,  267 ; 
order  of  events  during,  267,  273; 
dates  of  some  erents  previous,  273, 
278  ;  see  table  shewing  years  of, 
282 

Cartouches  of  three  Persian  longs  in 
hieroglyphic  tablet  on  Cosseir  road, 
227;  of  several  longs,  hierogly|diical 
inscriptions  on  vest  of  statue  in  Va- 
tican, 227 ;  four  of,  different  one  from 
the  other,  see  names  on,  227 ;  soooes- 
sion  of  names  on,  how  explained  by 
Rosellini  (see  Hieroglyphics),  227 

Casaubon,  354 

Caspian  Sea,  between,  and  Black  Set, 
original  country  of  Cbaldseans,  107; 
Cushites  came  from  the  borders  of, 
112;  called  in  Persia,  Sea  of  Dikm, 
154 ;  that  Cyrus  came  from  borders 
of,  three  lines  of  evidence,  154 

Caspii  exposed  their  dead  to  be  devoured 
by  dogs  and  vultures,  122  ;  custom  of, 
same  as  that  of  Parsees,  strong  prt- 
sumption  of  identity,  122 

Cassiodorus,  388 

Castor  and  four  others  fix  conunenoe- 
ment  of  reign  of  Cyrus  in  Persia  in 
first  year  of  55th  Olympiad,  231 

Caucasus,  several  reasons  point  to,  as 
original  land  of  the  Persians,  133 

Caucasus,  mountains  of  ancient  ooontry 
of  Cbaldseans  (see  Chaldseans),  104-5 ; 
connexion  of  Chaldseans  with,  marked 
by  Cicero,  106 ;  tribe  on  sunmut  of, 
supposed  by  Klaproth  an  andent 
Median  colony,  133;  this  tribe  on,  has 
words  and  forms  agreeing  with  the 
Zend,  differing  from  other  Iranian 
dialects,  133 

Cave,  cited,  383 

Cedrenus  says  Darius  theMede  was  caDed 
Artaxerxes,  241 ;  several  confused 
statements  from,  245 ;  confusion  in 
statements,  from  mistake  in  identifying 
Coresch  with  Cyrus,  245 ;  says  Per- 
sian dominion  endured  300  years,  of 
which  seventy  were  of  the  Jewish 
Captivity,  126 ;  follows  error  of  Jo- 
sephus in  confounding  Artaxerxes  with 
Cyrus,  161 ;  confusion  in  his  statement 
as  to  Salmanassar,  215 

Censorinus,  his  account  of  the  Bgyptian 
year,  220 ;  and  Ptolemy  first  named 
era  of  Nabonassar,  224 

Cestius,  date  of  retreat  of,  October  1, 
A.D.  66,  p.  407 

Chaldsea,  physical  condition  (tf,  fulfils 
prophecy,  295 
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ChaldffianSi  empire  of,  how  obtained  hj 
father  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  95  ;  not 
Babylonians  but  Persians  (see  Nebu- 
chadnezzar), 101,  107,  109;  evidence 
from  Scripture  for  original  site  of,  102, 
104  ;  designated  Casdun  in  Old  Testa- 
ment, 102, 104 ;  evidence  from  various 
authors  for  original  site  of,  104,  105  ; 
came  from  same  country  that  Cyrus  did, 
104,  105,  134;  language  of,  kindred 
with  the  ancient  Persian,  107, 109, 124 ; 
language  proved  in  derivation  of  several 
names,  110 ;  religion,  manners  and 
customs,  government,  cuneiform  in- 
scriptions, 112,  121-123;  commence- 
ment and  conclusion  of  empire,  con- 
sidered, 259-267 

Chaldseans,  a  learned  caste  located  by  the 
Assyrian  at  Babylon,  106,  299,  note ; 
addressed  Nebuchadnezzar  in  Syriac, 
why  mentioned,  108 ;  Astronomical 
Canon  could  not  have  been  the  work 
of,  224 

Chaldsean  year  not  that  used  in  the  era 
of  Nabonassar,  220;  era  reduced  by 
Ptolemy  to  era  of  Nabonassar,  222; 
period,  nature  of,  222,  223 ;  monarchy 
(see  table),  282 

Chaldee  Paraphrasts,  two  prove  that 
Mordecai  went  into  captivity,  61 

Chamich,  history  of  Armenia  translated 
from,  by  Avdall,  quoted,  255 

Charrse  in  Mesopotamia  same  as  Haran 
between  river  Euphrates  and  Chebar, 
103;  Crassus  defeated  there  by  Par- 
thians,  bearings  of,  103,  note 

Chauncy,  good  observations  by,  in  Dan. 
ix.  24,  p.  410 ;  on  seventy  weeks  of 
Daniel,  error  of,  425 ;  corrected  by 
Ldvelie,  who  is  confirmed  by  Heng- 
stenberg,  425 

Chesney,  Colonel,  places  the  Chaldseans 
near  tiie  source  of  the  Euphrates  and 
Tigris,  105 ;  so  does  Xenophon  (see 
Xenophon),  104 

Children,  three,  Shadrach,  Meshach,  and 
Abednego  (see  their  names) 

Chinzerus  and  Porus  made  Adramelek  and 
Sherazer  in  Ecclesiastical  Canon,  198 

Chislew,  Feast  of  Dedication  commenced 
twenty-fifth  of,  369 

Chomasbolus  said  to  be  Cham  on  the 
authority  of  Polyhistor,  219 

Chorazin  mentioned  by  our  Lord  as 
scene  of  miracles,  354,  note ;  evan- 
gelists do  not  mention  the  time  he  was 
at,  354,  note 

Christians  believing  the  Lord  fled  to  the 
mountains,  407 

Chronicle,  Orientaly  242;  according  to, 
Darius  the  Mede  was  Darius  Hys- 
taspes,  85 ;  Cambyses  was  Nebuchad- 
nezzar the  Second,  127 


Chronicle,  Paschaly  Niebuhr's  edition, 
Darius  the  Mede  was  Hystaspes,  85 

Chronicle,  Alexandrian^  Cambyses  was 
Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second,  126  ;  dis- 
tinguishes between  Darius  the  Mede  and 
Darius  son  of  Ahasuerus,  243 ;  marks 
two  periods  of  seventy  years,  243 

Chronicle,  short  Hebrew  t  242 ;  marks 
two  periods  of  seventy  years,  242 

Chronicle,  Mundiy  of  Abarbanel,  marks 
two  periods  of  seventy  years,  242 

Chronicle,  Julius  Pollux,  243 ;  says  Cam- 
byses was  Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second, 
244 

Chronicle,  Old  Egyptian,  says  the  twenty- 
sixth  djrnasty  was  Memphites,  188 ; 
gives  177  years  to  twenty-sixth  dynasty, 
211 

Chronologists,  errors  of,  perpetuated  by 
nature  of  evidence,  233 ;  appear  to 
admit  uncertain  date  of  our  Lord's 
birth,  308  ;  cause  of  difficulty  in  ability 
to  reconcile  St.  Luke  with  Josephus, 
309 

Chronology  from  Solomon  to  the  Captivity 
given  in  aggregate  and  detail,  5,  6 ; 
table  of,  from  dedication  to  desolation 
of  Temple,  6,  7  ;  of  kings  of  Judah,  re- 
gulated by  entire  years,  8,9;  of  kings  of 
Judah,  from  tabular  view,  19  ;  of  kings 
of  Israel  from  same,  19.  In  common,  a 
loss  of  ten  years  between  Hezekiah 
and  Captivity,  43 ;  Asiatic  and  Gre- 
cian of  Herodotus,  inquired  into,  166, 
174,  232 ;  Olympiads  not  used  as 
measures  of,  till  a  late  date,  230; 
Wrong  points  of  contact  in,  caused  con- 
fusion, 232 ;  confusion  of,  caused  by 
identification  of  Cyrus  the  Great  with 
Coresch  of  Scripture,  233  ;  Order  of, 
in  Matthew  preferable  to  that  of  Luke, 
376  ;  of  Gospels,  author's  views,  380, 
381 ;  of  Acts  and  crucifixion  deter- 
mined by  dates,  382 

Chrysostom  asserts  second  of  Nebuchad' 
nezzar  (Dan.  ii.  1)  to  be  twelfth  of  his 
reign,  99 ;  says  some  affirm  that  the 
Hebrews  count  them  both,  99 ;  sug- 
gests it  might  be  an  error  of  the  copier, 
99 ;  says  dream  of  image  was  in  twelfth 
of  Nebuchadnezzsur  the  Second,  269 ; 
says  he  set  up  golden  image  in 
eighteenth  of  his  reign,  269 

Cicero  denounces  the  extravagant  pre- 
tensions of  the  Babylonians,  106 

Cicero,  de  Finibus  5,  says  the  Persian 
Magi  were  at  Babylon,  120 

Cicero,  testimony  of,  as  to  fictions  in 
the  Asiatic  history  of  Herodotus, 
191 

Cimon  and  Miltiades,  history  of,  in  rela- 
tion to  reign  of  Croesus,  175  ;  slain  by 
the  sons  of  Pisistratus  the  night  of  his 
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third  victory  in  the  Olympic  garnet, 
175 

Cirbied  and  Martin  say  that  Astyages 
left  two  8on8,  Darius  and  CyaxareSi 
276 ;  that  Cynu  and  Tygranes  ap- 
pointed Darius  tributary  king  over 
AfMyria  and  Babylon,  276 

Cissia,  a  gate  of  Babylon  leading  to  Susa, 
capital  of  Persia,  305 ;  through  gate 
of,  troops  of  Darius  admitted  by 
treachery  of  Zopyrus,  305 

Clarke,  Adam,  Commentary,  error  of, 
as  to  geographical  site  of  Babylon, 
102 ;  explains  supplying  young  men 
with  the  king's  meat  by  a  Persian 
custom,  122 

Clavier,  calculation  of  times  of  tyranny 
and  exile  of  the  Pisistratidse,  from,  171 

Clement  of  Alexandria  states  that  Pytha- 
goras became  a  zealous  follower  of 
Zoroaster,  121 ;  either  was  ignorant  of 
or  neglected  Canon,  if  extant,  in  his 
day,  225 ;  Stromata  of,  clearly  evince 
this  fact,  225 ;  list  of  kings  given 
by,  and  probable  error  in  (note),  225  ; 
died  about  a.d.  220,  p.  225 ;  gives 
same  result  as  Orosius  as  to  time 
of  capture  of  Babylon,  260 ;  his  calcu- 
lation of  seventy  weeks,  423  ;  how  far 
author  agrees  with,  on  seventy  weeks, 
433 

Clinton,  Mr.  asserts  that  Captivity  com- 
menced in  fourth  year  of  Jehoiakim, 
44  ;  makes  mission  of  Croesus  to  Athens 
in  second  tyranny  of  Pisistratus,  169  ; 
table  of  times  of  tyranny  of  the  Pisis- 
tratidee,  from  work  of,  171 ;  objection 
of,  as  to  age  of  Harpagus,  how  used, 
1 78 ;  referred  to  by  Hengstenberg  as 
to  time  of  Herodotus  writing  his  his- 
tory, 190 ;  agrees  with  Eusebius  and 
Diodorus  in  placing  period  of  Egypt's 
independence,  B.C.  414-350,  p.  267 ; 
says  Jerusalem  was  taken  ninth  month, 
B.C.  37,  p.  313;  opinions  of,  tested 
by  evidence  of  Velleius  Paterculus, 
319,  321 ;  see  also,  391 

Cock  worshipped  by  Cuthites  as  symbol 
of  sun,  112  ;  called  peculiarly  the  Per- 
sian bird  and  dedicated  to  the  sun,  112 

Coins,  three  of  Varus  extant,  dates  to 
which  they  refer,  326 

Coincidences  in  Scriptural  facts,  in 
author's  statement,  result  of  truth, 
78,79 

Commentators,  errors  of,  as  to  site  of 
Babylon  in  interpreting  Jeremiah,  i. 
14,  15,  p.  102 ;  ancient,  as  gleaned  by 
Meyer  not  more  fortunate,  102 ;  dis- 
missed as  unsatisfactory  on  the  point, 
102 ;  perplexed  by  not  seeing  two 
periods  of  seventy  years,  51 ;  most 
confound  Darius  the  Mede  with  son  of 


Ahasuenu,  53 ;    Ensebhu  an  excep- 
tion to,  in  this,  53,  note 

Constantine  Porphyrogenitiis,  Emperor, 
caUs  the  coontry  Chaldsea  whose  capital 
is  Trebisond  (see  Chaldaeans),  105 

Constantine  Manasses  confirms  the  iden- 
tity of  Nabuchodonosor  with  Esar- 
haddon,  215 

Constitution,  Apostolical,  in,  Jnditfa  sud 
to  be  under  Darius,  128 

Consuls  Calvinus  and  Asinius  PoIUo, 
Herod  made  king,  B.C.  40,  p.  313; 
Marcus  Agrippa  and  Caninins  Cralliu, 
Jerusalem  taken,  B.C.  37,  p.  313; 
Elius  Catus  and  Sentius  wsre,  idien 
Tiberius  was  adopted,  321,  note 

Contexts  ought  to  be  cardnlly  con- 
sidered and  compared  in  prophecy, 
293 

Coponius,  sent  procurator  to  Syria  in 
time  of  Cyrenius,  331 ; 

Coray,  G^graphie  de  Strabon,  by,  346, 
348 

Chorazin,  mission  of  twelve  not  to, 
363 

Coresch,  supposed  to  have  taken  Baby- 
lon with  Darius,  53  ;  reign  of,  distinct 
from  that  of  Darius,  53  ;  being  a  Per- 
sian, he  did  not  fulfil  the  predictions 
relating  to  the  Medes,  53  ;  predicted 
that  the  foundations  only  of  the  temj^ 
should  be  laid  by  him,  54 ;  reigned 
after  Darius  the  Mede,  before  Danus, 
son  of  Ahasuenis,  57  ;  return  from 
Captivity,  first  year  of  his  reign,  66 ; 
time  between  first  of,  and  twentieth  oif 
Artaxerxes\  proved  by  age  of  priests, 
68,  71,  76 ;  between,  and  last  king  of 
Persia,  three  kings  to  stand  up,  76 ; 
many  suppose  the  first  year  of,  was 
not  the  first  of  his  reign  over  Persia, 
97  ;  name  of,  has  no  affinity  ¥ritii  the 
Persian  name  Khosm,  156  ;  not  men- 
tioned in  Canon,  called  King  of  Persia 
in  Scripture  —  deputy  of  Behman  in 
Merkhond,  161 ;  confounded  with  Ar- 
taxerxes  by  Josephus,  Syncellus,  Ce- 
drenus,  161,  245  ;  held  power  over 
Persia  and  Babylonia  under  the  great 
King  Artaxerxes,  162 ;  erronemtsly 
supposed  to  have  assisted  Darius  the 
Mede  in  taking  Babylon,  183  ;  identi- 
fication of,  vntii  the  Cyrus  of  Herod- 
otus, caused  great  confusion  (see 
Cyrus),  233,  245  ;  reign,  erroneously 
conglomerated  vriih.  that  of  Darios, 
241  ;  first  year  of  reign  considered 
from  Tyrian  annals,  263  ;  supposed  to 
have  been  in  Babylon  when  Nebudiad- 
nezzar  invaded  Egypt,  265,  267  ;  pro- 
clamation of,  B.C.  444  (see  table), 
289 ;  in  consequence  of  his  decree, 
Jerusalem  built  and  temple  founded, 
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301 ;  decree  of,  to  build  temple  where 
mentioned  in  Scripturei  412 ;  decree 
of,  was  the  only  one  that  could  be 
meant  in  Daniel,  ix.  25,  p.  412 ;  decree 
of,  was  only  enforced  by  those  of 
Darius  and  Artaxerxes,  413  ;  that  re- 
ferred to  building  of  Jerusalem,  proved, 
Isaiah,  xliv.  28,  xlv.  13,  p.  413  ;  ex- 
actly fulfilled  the  prediction  of  the 
prophet,  414  ;  began  to  reign,  B.C. 
444 ;  issued  proclamation  that  year, 
417  ;  temple  founded  in  second  year, 
B.C.  443,  p.  417  ;  not  to  be  supposed 
ruler  of  all  kingdoms  of  earth,  from 
Ezra,  i.  1,  2 ;  expression  concerning 
limited,  compared  with  similar  in  Kings, 
xviii.  10,  Appendix  to  chap.  viii. ;  pro- 
clamation of,  taken  with  some  allow- 
ance for  Oriental  hyperbole,  164  b  ; 
limits  of  his  kingdom  considered  from 
fact  and  probability,  164  b  ;  reigned 
probably  over  one  of  the  three  grand 
divisions  Of  Iranian  monarchy,  164  b  ; 
if  had  been  universal  monarch,  would 
have  styled  himself  The  great  king, 
164  b. 

Corsini,  calculation  of,  as  to  times  of 
tyranny  and  exile  of  the  Pisistratidse, 
171,  174 

Corruption  as  to  dates,  supposed  by 
author  to  exist,  and  believed  inten- 
tional, 17 

Cory  makes  Herodotus  give  eleven  years 
instead  of  sixteen  to  Necho,  note,  211, 

Cosseir  road,  hieroglyphic  inscription  in, 
227  (see  Hieroglyphics) ;  road  opened 
by  Persians  to  Egypt  through  the 
desert,  Herodotus  implies,  was  tibe  only 
road  in  use  in  his  day,  228 ;  Strabo 
says,  was  not  made  till  time  of  Ptolemy 
Philadelphus,  229  ;  inscriptions  on, 
therefore,  at  least,  not  before  that  time, 
229 ;  name  supposed  to  denote  Cam- 
byses  on,  different  from  that  on  statue 
of  Cairo,  229  ;  name  at,  is  Kenbuth,  at 
Cairo,  Kambothth,  229 

Croesus,  why  not  held  impious  in  Cyrus 
to  commit  him  to  flames,  note,  120 ; 
march  of,  to  attack  Cyrus,  furnishes 
an  indication  of  Cyrus's  country,  134  ; 
attacked  by  Cyrus  very  early  in  his 
career,  three  reasons  for,  166,  167, 
168,  225  ;  why  preferred  uniting  with 
Sparta  to  Athens — reason,  169  ;  mis- 
sion to  Athens  not  in  the  first  tyranny 
of  Pisistratus,  proved  from  the  Alcmse- 
onidse,  170 ;  from  end  of  reign  of,  to 
battle  of  Marathon,  nineteen  years, 
177 ;  same,  by  Asiatic  chronology, 
sixty-five  years,  177 ;  dethroned  in 
thirteenth  of  Darius  and  in  fourth  of 
Cyrus,  178 

Crostwaite  approves  authority  of  Mitford 


as  to  Olympiads,  quoted  by  author, 
230 ;  says,  a  reference  to  any  Olym- 
piad before  sixtieth,  must  generally  be 
retrospective  (see  Oljnoapiads),  230 

Crucifixion,  date  of,  considered,  388, 
389,  418 

Ctesias,  says  Amytis,  daughter  of  Asty- 
ages,  married  Cyrus  the  Great,  140, 
253  ;  that  Cambyses  sent  the  body  of 
Cyrus  to  Persia  to  receive  funeral 
honours,  184  ;  confirmed  by  Arrian, 
184  ;  evidence  of,  with  JBlian,  Strabo, 
and  Diodorus,  against  Herodotus, 
189  ;  list  of  Median  kings,  same  as 
Pseudo  Megasthenes,  239  ;  differs  one 
generation  from  Herodotus,  253 ;  the 
Cyrus  of,  probably  Nebuchadnezzar 
the  Second,  of  Polyhistor,  253 ;  as- 
cribes to  Megabyzus  what  Herodotus 
does  to  Zopyrus,  270 ;  says  Darius 
Hystaspes  died  shortly  after  Marathon, 
280 

Cunninghame,  author  adopts  with  him 
Aldine  edition  of  Septuagint,  11 ;  re- 
mark of,  on  altering  dates  of  Scrip- 
ture, 14 

Cuthites,  were  Persians — Nergal,  or  a 
cock,  was  their  god,  112  ;  won^pped 
the  sun  under  ^e  S3rmbol  of  a  cock, 
112  ;  came  from  the  country  of  Medes 
on  borders  of  Caspian  Sea,  112 

Cyaxares,  king  of  Media,  cannot  be 
identified  with  Ahasuerus,  86 ;  con- 
temporary with  elder  Labynetus  at 
time  of  eclipse  of  Thales  (see  Thales), 
167  ;  his  son,  Astyages,  married  the 
daughter  of  Alyattes,  182 ;  Cyrus, 
said  to  have  revolted  from,  270 

Cyaxares  the  Second,  perhaps,  intended 
by  the  Darius,  whom  Jomandes  calls 
son  of  Astyages,  275  ;  the  same  name 
as  Xerxes,  with  the  Persian  Kai  pre- 
fixed, 276 

Cyrenius,  governor  of  Syria,  mistakes 
about  St.  Luke,  ii.  2,  p.  308 ;  taxing 
by,  was  concluded  in  thirty-seventh 
year  after  Caesar's  victory  at  Actium, 
311  ;  was,  when  all  the  nation  were 
compelled  to  swear  fidelity  to  Caesar, 
325  ;  time  of  taxing  by,  was  during 
presidency  of  Varus,  326  ;  three  pro- 
positions to  prove  that  census  by, 
was  in  Herod's  time,  328  ;  proved  by 
indirect  evidence  of  Josephus,  did  not 
depose  Joazar,  331  ;  name  of,  sup- 
pressed by  Josephus  in  connexion  with 
Coponius,  331 ;  taxing  by,  in  time  of 
Herod,  reconciles  events  otherwise 
irreconcilable,  334  ;  sentence  concern- 
ing, in  Josephus,  evidently  altered,  to 
conceal  relation  between  date  of  tax- 
ing and  reign  of  Archelaus,  334  ;  in 
statement    concerning,   Josephus   be- 
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trays  the  inoonnstency  of  a  fabricated 
story,  334  ;  three  propositions  con- 
ceming  established,  335 

Cyril,  cited  by  Willet,  as  holding  that 
Darius  the  Mede  was  Darius  Hys- 
taspes,  85 

Cyrus,  established  the  Feast  of  the 
Sacea,  having  conquered  the  Sacse, 
113,  185;  was  Nebuchadnezzar  the 
First,  128,  129  ;  took  Babylon  before 
the  reign  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  shewn 
from  Berossus,  129,  139 ;  said  by 
Pliny,  to  have  built  the  hanging  gar- 
dens at  Babylon  (see  corrections)  ;  was 
Gudarz,  father  of  Bakhtnasar,  of  Per- 
sian historians,  130 ;  argument  as  to 
country  of,  from  mardi  of  Croesus, 
133  ;  three  lines  of  evidence  prove  he 
came  from  borders  of  Caspian,  154  ; 
parallel  between,  and  Khosrau,  by  Sir 
William  Malcolm  and  Sir  William 
Jones,  155  ;  did  not  deliver  the  Jews, 
155;  attadced  Croesus  early  in  his 
career,  166,  168,  225  ;  reign  of, 
according  to  Asiatic  data  of  Herodotus, 
synchronized  with  Darius,  174-178  ; 
reigned  all  the  time  Nebuchadnezzar 
reigned  at  Babylon,  181 ;  account  of 
his  death  by  Ctesias,  more  probable 
than  that  by  Herodotus,  184,  185  ; 
slaughtered  die  Scythians  before  taking 
Nineveh,  185  ;  only  one  passage  ex- 
tant, which  makes  conquest  of  Baby- 
lon in  his  twentieth  year,  225  ;  iden- 
tification of,  with  Coresch,  of  Scrip- 
ture, has  caused  great  conf^ion,  232, 
233,  241,  245 ;  contemporary  with, 
and  lived  some  time  after  Darius  Hys- 
taspes,  242 ;  was  called,  according  to 
Syncellus  and  Josephus,  Artaxerxes, 
by  Persians,  161,  244  ;  name  of,  in 
four  different  lists  of  kings,  shews  con- 
fusion, 245  ;  identification  with  Khos- 
rau, from  a  transposition,  250 ;  account 
of,  by  Ctesias  and  Herodotus,  com- 
pared, shews  a  difference  of  one  gene- 
ration, 253 ;  identified  with  Kobad, 
first  king  of  the  Kaianian  dynasty, 
254 ;  according  to  some  accounts  he 
revolted  from  Cyaxares,  270 ;  Babylon 
taken  by,  when  the  kings  were  expelled 
from  Rome  (see  Table),  282  ;  applica- 
tion of  Isaiah,  xlv.  14,  to,  by  Dr. 
Keith,  examined,  293  ;  Isaiah,  xiii.- 
xiv.  27,  applied  to,  by  Dr.  Keith,  ex- 
amined, ^6-299  ;  Isuah,  xxi.,  applied 
to,  by  Dr.  Keith,  examined,  299  ;  Isa- 
iah, xliv.  24,  to  xlv.  13,  as  applied  to, 
examined,  301,  302;  Jeremiah,  1.  and 
li.  does  not  apply  to,  but  to  Darius, 
302-306  ;  Dan.  v.  25-28,  not  fiilfiUed 
by,  306,  307  (see  Nebuchadnezzar  the 
First);   see  p.  120,  note,  131,  134, 


139,  169,  177,  192,  194,  226,  234, 
235,  237,  246,  251,  252,  256, 268,  294 
Cyrus,  chronology  of,  as  deduced  from  the 
Cyropsedia,  considered,  192  a  ;  length 
of  life  of,  as  followed  by  lustorians, 
especially  Prideaux,  192  a  ;  error  of 
this  computation  traced  by  Bishop 
Pearce  from  Xenophon,  192  b  ;  this 
computation  as  to,  shewn  to  be  false  on 
various  grounds,  192  b,  192  c  ;  Bishop 
Pearce' s  reasonings  are  not  alt(^ther 
legitimate,  192  b,  192  c;  chronology 
of,  tried,  not  by  inferences,  but  by  facts 
and  periods  from  Xenophon,  192  i> ; 
harmonisation  of  facts  uid  probabili- 
ties concerning,  192  d,  192  s. 

Dabistim,  the  stories  of  Zaradosht  or  Zo- 
roaster contained  in,  note,  118 ;  tiiose 
contained  are  evidently  derived  from 
Scripture,  note,  118  ;  according  to 
the,  Zohak  erected  the  holy  tonple  at 
Jerusalem,  256;  according  to,  Feridoon 
kindled  the  holy  fire  in  thie  temple, 
256 

Dahlman,  referred  to  by  Hengstenbeig  as 
to  the  time  Herodotus  wrote,  190 

Daniel,  prophedes  of,  arranged  in  order 
deduced  from  Scripture,  2  ;  statement 
as  to  Jehoiakim's  captivity  sati^efccto- 
rily  explained,  29 ;  deduces  from  books, 
not  from  Jeremiah,  the  seventy  years  of 
desolation,  48  ;  prayer  of,  chap.  ix. 
7,17,  proves  difference  between  Darius 
the  Mede,  and  Darius  son  of  Ahasue- 
rus,  55  ;  dates  of  his  captiyity  and  his 
age  tests  the  order  of  the  Persian  kings, 
77  ;  in  second  year  of  Darius,  last  heurd 
of,  then  about  ninety -five,  77  ;  went 
into  captivity  with  Jehoiakim  in  tiie 
seventh  year  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  96; 
brought  before  the  king  in  the  tenth 
year,  i.  e.  three  years  after,  96 ; 
spoken  oi  as  wise  to  a  proverb  in 
prophecy  against  Tyre,  98  ;  taken  cap- 
tive in  end  of  seventii  year  of  Nebu- 
chadnezzar, 98 ;  three  years  educatioB 
of,  could  not  have  been  finished  before 
eleventh  of,  98  ;  about  fourteen  when 
taken  captive,  about  nineteen  when 
interpreted  vision  of  Nebuchadnezzar, 
99 ;  gets  new  name  of  Belteshazzar, 
from  idol  Bel  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  112 ; 
his  God  acknowledged  as  supreme, 
when  interpreted  dream,  114  ;  marked 
as  contemporary  with  Lohorasp,  157  ; 
and  Jehoiakim  captive  in  seventh  of 
Nebuchadnezzar,  b.c.  505  (TaUe),  282; 
righteousness  of,  proverbial,  b.c.  498, 
283 ;  prayer  of,  chap.  iz.  b.c.  423 
(see  Table),  291 ;  declaration  of  to 
Belshazzar,  v.  25-28,  considered,  306 ; 
when  began  to  pray,  command  came 
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forth,  402  ;  must  have  understood  the 
time  as  Gabriel  said,  403  ;  must  have 
understood  decree,  ix.  25,  as  that  of 
Coresch,  412,  413 
Daniel,  book  of,  chap.  v.  28,  not  fulfilled 
according  to  general  interpretation, 
307  ;  how  shewn  to  be  fulfilled,  by 
Herodotus  and  Persian  historians,  307  ; 
important  connexion  between  eighth 
and  ninth  chapters  of,  392 ;  vision 
referred  to  in  chap.  ix.  what  it  is, 
proved,  393  ;  passages  in  chaps,  viii. 
and  ix.  illustrating  each  other,  395-^97 ; 
the  vision,  ch.  viii.,  after  Darius  con- 
quered India,  397  ;  interpretation  of 
<^ap.  ix.  20,  seventy  weeks,  &c.  398  ; 
principal  object  of  vision  of,  399  ;  re- 
markable question  in  chapter  viii.  how 
divided,  400;  points  relating  to  time 
in  question,  chap.  viii.  hidden,  400  ; 
time  revealed  to,  by  Oabriel,  in  chap. 
ix.  21,  to  be  examined,  400  ;  revela- 
tion of,  contained  principally  in  chap, 
ix.  23, 24,  p.  401 ;  decree  announced  by 
Gabriel  not  human  but  divine,  401  ; 
chap.  ix.  24,  rendering  of,  by  Heng- 
stenberg  and  Mede,  403,  4,  5  ;  ques- 
tions, chap.  viii.  13,  answered,  407  ; 
portion  of  prophecy  fulfilled,  agrees 
with  received  chronology,  407  :  first 
two  clauses  of  chap.  ix.  24,  interpreted 
to  mark  end  of  seventy  weeks,  407  ; 
two  next  clauses  of,  apply  atonement 
of  Messiah,  408 ;  two  latter  clauses 
antithetical  to  two  former — ^how  ?  408  ; 
these  two  clauses  in,  also  mark  termin- 
ation of  seventy  weeks,  408  ;  to  seal 
the  vision  and  to  seal  the  Prophet,  ex- 
plained, 408,  409;  to  anoint  a  Holy 
of  Holies  explained,  Hengstenberg, 
Chauncy,  410 ;  consideration  of  chap, 
ix.  24,  conclusion  drawn,  410 ;  ex- 
planation of  chap.  ix.  24,  contrasted 
with  that  of  verse  25,  p.  411 ;  com- 
mands in  both  verses  of,  shewn  to  be 
totally  distinct,  411  ;  connexion  be- 
tween ix.  24,  25,  shewn  by  para- 
phrase, 414,  415 ;  first  clause  of  ix. 
26  fully  declares  first  clause  of  viii. 
11,  p.  415  ;  second  clause  of  ix.  26  in- 
terprets last  clause  of  viii.  2 ;  sixty- 
two  weeks  terminates  on  the  cutting  off 
of  Messiah — when?  415;  connexion 
of  latter  clause  of  ix.  26  with  former 
part  —  what  ?  418  ;  ix.  26,  *'  The 
People  of  the  Prince  "  refers  to  viii. 
23,  24,  p.  418 ;  ix.  27  gives  the  exact 
date  of  this  overthrow,  418  ;  explana- 
tion of  covenant  confirmed,  ix.  27, 
p.  419,  20 ;  abomination  of  desolation. 
Pagan  and  Papal  Rome,  421 ;  parallel 
of,  with  chap.  viii.  12,  and  viii.  24, 
p.  421 ;   dates  and  general  summary 


of,  421.  Abstract  of  different  inter- 
pretations of  seventy  weeks  of,  423 ; 
interpretation  of  Clement,  by  Bishop 
Kaye,  423  ;  same,  by  Tertullian,  Sul- 
pitius  Severus,  and  Scaliger,  424  ; 
same,  by  Joseph  Mede  and  Dr.  Parry, 
424  ;  same,  by  Hales  and  Chauncy, 
425 ;  same,  by  Johnston  and  Hare, 
426  ;  same,  by  Archbishop  Magee, 
427-29  ;  same,  by  Archbishop  Usher, 
Petavius,  and  Bishop  Lloyd,  430 ; 
same,  by  Marshall  and  Hengstenberg, 
430 ;  same,  by  Faber  and  GresweU, 
431  ;  same,  by  Broughton,  Marsham, 
and  Livelie,  432 ;  several  points  of 
agreement  with  these,  by  author,  433 ; 
author's  view  of,  not  precisely  same 
with  any,  but  corresponds  nearly  with 
those  of  early  date,  434  ;  close  of  au- 
thor's inquiry  on,  views  and  hopes 
concerning  it,  434 ;  expressions  rela- 
tive to  time  in  chap.  x.  xi.  xii.,  435 ; 
prophecy  of,  chap.  x.  12,  not  symbo- 
lical or  figurative,  but  literal,  435 ; 
literal  interpretation  of  days,  when  and 
where  it  is,  436,  7 ;  (see  Prophecy, 
Days,  Weeks,  Years,  Tune) 

Daniel,  work  on  seventy  weeks  of,  by 
Layman,  extract  from,  83 

Daniel,  a  priest  who  sealed  the  Covenant 
in  twentieth  of  Artaxerxes,  69,  74 

Darics,  compared  with  the  sculpture  on 
tomb  of  Darius,  180 

Darius,  three  kings  of  the  name  in  Scrip- 
ture, 81  ;  mutually  correspond  with 
the  three  in  profane  history,  81 ;  name 
changed  into,  by  Greeks,  from  Dari- 
aces,  according  to  Strabo,  229 

Darius  the  Median,  or  Darius  the  First, 
concludes  the  reign  of  Belshazzar,  51 ; 
conjectured  to  be  Nabonadius,  without 
probability,  note,  52  ;  confounded  by 
most  commentators  with  son  of  Ahasu- 
erus,  53,  57,  90  ;  his  capture  of  Baby- 
lon made  identical  with  supposed  cap- 
ture by  Coresch,  53,  241  ;  reigned 
before  Coresch  the  Persian,  57 ;  five 
reasons  to  prove  him  identical  with 
Darius  Hystaspes,  81,  82,  see  275 ; 
testimony  of  Maximus  the  Martyr, 
Pseudo  Megasthenes,  and  Philo,  to 
same  effect,  83  ;  also.  Porphyry,  Hie- 
rome,  Tertullian,  Cyril,  Joannes  Luci- 
dus,  85  ;  also.  Oriental  Chronicle  and 
Paschal  Chronicle,  85  ;  objection  that 
Darius  Hystaspes  was  a  Persian,  an- 
swered, 85,  86 ;  first  of  six  Persian 
kings  mentioned  in  Scripture,  89;  iden- 
tified with  first  of  six  of  corresponding 
names  in  profane  history,  89 ;  identified 
with  Lohorasp,  157,  158,  160  ;  called 
Artaxerxes  in  Septuagint,  Dan.  v.  31 
(Rome,   1772),  240,   259;    identified 
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with  Astyages  by  Airicanus,  Eusebius, 
Syncellus,  and  Constantine  Manasses, 
Ecclesiastical  Canon,  275  ;  Jomandes 
Bays  was  son  of  Astyages,  275  ;  Cy- 
axares  supposed  to  be,  by  followers  of 
Xenophon,  Nicepborus  also,  275  ;  Cir- 
bied  and  Martin  say  he  was  brother  of 
Cyaxares,  276 ;  perhaps  the  Arphaxad 
of  Judith,  276 ;  tiU  he  took  the  kingdom, 
Elam  was  a  province  of  Babylon,  300; 
had,  after  capture  of  Babylon,  120  pro- 
vinces, 303  ;  general  interpretation 
concerning,  does  not  fulfil  Dan.  v.  25-28 
(see  Darius  Hystaspes),  307 

Darius,  son  of  Ahasuerus,  or  Darius  II., 
not  to  be  confounded  with  Darius  the 
Mede,  Eusebius,  Alexandrian  Chron- 
icle, 53,  and  note,  243  and  88  ;  same  as 
Darius  of  Ezra,  Haggai,  and  Zecha- 
riah,  54 ;  building  of  Temple  ceased 
till  second  year  of,  55,  56  ;  desolations 
of  Temple  had  not  ceased,  but  Jerusa- 
km  was  built,  in  first  year  of,  55,  56  ; 
in  second  year  of,  the  Lord's  indigna- 
tion for  seventy  years,  concluded,  Zee. 
i.  12,  p.  55,  56  ;  identical  with  seventy 
years  desolations,  concluding  in  first 
year  of,  56;  reigned  after  Coresch, 
57-65 ;  called  (Ezra,  vi.  22)  King  of 
Assyria,  note,  65  ;  lengtii  of  time  to 
the  end  of  his  reign  from  the  beginning 
of  Coresch's,  68,  78  ;  son  of  Ahasuerus 
by  Esther,  78,  87 ;  not  Darius  Hys- 
taspes, 87-88 ;  position  of,  in  succes- 
sion of  Persian  kings,  proved  by  Ter- 
tullian,  Severus  Sulpitius,  88,  89 ; 
identified  with  Darius  Nothus,  Junius, 
87-90  (see  Darius  Nothus) ;  first  year 
of,  best  ascertained  point  of  contact 
between  sacred  and  profane  chrono- 
logy, 216,  259 ;  TertulUan,  supposed 
captivity  terminated  in  reign  of,  234  ; 
seventy  years  desolations  terminated 
with  first  year  of,  260,  291 ;  second 
year  of,  termintig  a  quo  of  the  seventy 
weeks,  403 ;  edict  to  build  temple, 
401 ;  edict  of,  distinct  from  command 
of  God,  Ezra,  v.  1,  p.  402 ;  decree  of, 
was  subsequent  to  that  of  Coresch, 
412 ;  decree  of,  only  enforced  that  of 
Coresch,  413 ;  seventy  weeks,  author 
dates  from  commencement  of  reign  of, 
433 ;  agrees  in  this  with  Tertullian, 
Sulpitius  Severus,  Scaliger,  Mede,  and 
Parry,  433 

Darius  tiie  Persian,  or  Darius  the  Third, 
only  Persian  king  mentioned  in  Scrip- 
ture after  Artaxerxes  the  Second,  77  ; 
three  successions  of  priests  between  the 
twentieth  of  Artaxerxes  and  Darius, 
77  ;  identified  with  Darius  Codomanus, 
Josephus,  89 

Darius  Hystaspes,  has  Median  robe  both 


on  his  tomb  and  on  the  Darics,  180; 
Zoroaster  was  contemporary  with,  117; 
All  cuneiform  inscriptions  at  Persepo- 
lis  refer  to,  124  ;  inscriptions  at  Baby- 
lon, with  name  of,  demonstrate  when 
it  was  built,  124 ;  contemporary  twenty 
years  with  Cyrus,  174-177  ;  lived  not 
far  from  the  time  of  Astyages,  178- 
179;  first  coined  gold  money,  180; 
reign  commenced  before  that  of  Nebu- 
chadnezzar (see  Lohorasp  and  Balkt- 
nassar),  182;  according  to  Trogus 
Pompeius,  demanded  Tomyris  in  mar- 
riage, 184 ;  by  comparing  Herodotus 
wiUi  ^lian,  shewn  contemporary  with 
Necho,  186 ;  name  of,  on  hierogly- 
phical  tablet  on  Cosseir  road,  227 ; 
Eusebius  and  his  followers  suppose 
captivity  terminated  in  reign  of,  234, 
erroneously  63;  identified  by  list  of 
Scaliger  with  Darius  the  Median,  247 ; 
tenth  year  of  his  reign  was  first  of  Nebu- 
chadnezzar, 261  ;  after  massacre  of 
Scythians,  seized  on  Nineveh,  in  con- 
junction with  Cyrus,  268  ;  when  died, 
Herodotus  says,  Egypt  was  in  a  state 
of  revolt,  inconsistent,  270, 271 ;  iden- 
tified with  Arphaxad  of  Judith  and  As- 
tyages, 271-275;  Nebuchadnezzar  son- 
in-law  to,  overthrew  him  after  Mara- 
thon, 271-275  ;  last  year  of,  according 
to  author,  within  one  or  two  years  of 
last  of  Astyages,  by  Eusebius,  275  ; 
Thales  foretold  eclipse  in  reign  of, 
275  ;  reign  of  Nebuchadnezzar  shewn 
to  have  same  relation  to,  as  Poly- 
histor  and  Abydenus  shew  it  bore  to 
Astyages,  275  ;  on  the  date  of  the 
death  of,  appendix  to  Chap.  xii.  (see 
p.  271),  279 ;  Jer.  I.  15,  U.  44,  48, 
cannot  refer  to  any  time  before,  303  ; 
Jer.  I.  21  applies  to,  303 ;  Jer.  li.  11, 
12,  suits  the  manner  in  which  he  got 
possession  of  Babylon,  304;  Jer.  1.  and 
li.  correspond  with  the  capture  of 
Babylon  by  the  Mede  of  Scripture  and 
Darius  Hystaspes  of  Herodotus,  306  ; 
(See  Darius  the  Median) 
Dajius  Nothus,  said  by  Ctesias  to  have 
been  satrap  of  Hyrcania,  note,  65 ; 
said  by  Thucydides  to  have  spoken  the 
Assyrian  language,  note,  65 ;  Temple 
supposed  by  Junius  to  have  been  built 
in  the  reign  of,  30 ;  Herodotus  men- 
tions revolt  in  reign  of,  190 ;  first 
year  of,  best  ascertained  point  of  con- 
tact between  sacred  and  pro£euie  chro- 
nology, 216,  259  ;  TertuUian  supposed 
captivity  terminated  in  reign  of,  234  ; 
b^an  to  reign  b.c.  424  (Thucydides), 
259,  291 ;  seventy  years  desolations 
terminated  with  first  year  of,  260, 291 ; 
second  year  of,  terminus  a  quo  of  se- 
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venty  weeks,  403  (see  Darius,  son  of 
Ahasueros) 

Darius  Codomanus  is  fourth  king  men- 
tioned, Dan.  xi.  2,  Appendix,  ch.  vi. ; 
riches  of,  estimated  by  Hales  at 
200,000,000/.  sterling,  90  a  ;  last 
clause  of  zi.  2,  shewn  to  be  ful- 
filled by — how  ?  90  A ;  procured  as- 
sassination of  Philip,  set  a  price  on 
head  of  Alexander,  90  a 

Dates,  collateral,  of  kings  of  Israel  and 
Judah,  cause  different  opinions  as  to 
chronology,  7 ;  harmony  of,  Jero- 
boam to  Hoshea — from  Amaziah  to 
Ahaz,  17 

Dathe  rightly  applies  a  prophecy  to  Jeru- 
salem, 294 

Datis,  the  nephew  of  Darius  Hystaspes, 
was  a  Mede,  86 

David  began  to  reign,  during  reign  of 
Eupalmeus,  king  of  Assyria,  274 ;  first 
of,  472  years  from  last  of  Zedekiah, 
274 ;  first  of,  made  to  sjrnchronise 
with  twenty-ninth  of  Eupalmeus,  274 

Day  of  the  Lord  at  hand,  limitation  and 
enlargemait  of  its  meaning,  299 

Days,  if  1290  and  1335  are  taken  literally, 
prophecy  applies  to  a  person,  435  ;  used 
in  explanation  of  prophecy,  not  in  pro- 
phecy itself  (see  Prophecy,  Daniel, 
Weeks,  Years),  437 

Deacons,  seven,  appointed  in  a  few  days 
after  ascension,  383 

Decker  cited,  354 

Dedication,  feast  of,  commenced  twenty- 
fifth  of  Chislew,  369 ;  argument  on, 
adds  a  year  to  our  Lord's  ministry, 
371 

Derbices,  people  against  whom  Cyrus 
fighting  was  slain,  184 

Desolation  predicted  as  future  in  tenth 
year  of  Zedekiah,  47  ;  prophecy  of,  by 
Jeremiah,  duration  not  specified,  48 ; 
when  terminated,  and  by  whom,  49, 
68,  260;  seventy  years  of,  identical 
with  seventy  years  of  indignation,  56 ; 
began  eleven  years  after  Captivity,  and 
terminated  some  years  after  its  termin- 
ation, 57 

Desolations  commenced  in  eleventh  of 
Zedekiah  and  nineteenth  of  Nebuchad- 
nezzar the  First,  47,  260 ;  fifty  years 
of  temple's,  how  to  be  understood,  con- 
sidered, 263 ;  seventy  years  of,  com- 
menced about  September,  b.g.  493, 
p.  273 ;  128  years  before  commencement 
of,  was  eclipse  in  fifth  of  Nabopolassar, 
B.C.  621,  p.  273;  seventy  years  of, 
had  terminated,  Zech.  i.  7,  12,  B.C. 
422,  p.  291 

Des  Vignoles,  thirty-five  authorities  col- 
lected by,  on  time  of  duration  of 
Temple,    27 ;    explains    why    twenty 


years  are  counted  to  Jotham,  17 ; 
places  history  of  Esther  during  the 
Captivity,  64  ;  quotes  Theopompus  in 
Strabo  against  authority  of  Herodotus, 
191 

D'Herbelot  ascribes  introduction  of  sig- 
net rings  to  Jemsheed,  125 

Dicsearchus,  a  Greek  historian,  contem- 
porary with  Alexander,  106 :  singular 
testimony  of,  as  to  building  of  Babylon, 
106 

Dilem,  a  province  of  Persia  south  of  the 
Caspian  Sea,  154 ;  the  name  of  that 
sea  in  Persia,  called  Sea  of  Dilem,  154 

Diodorus  Siculus  says  hanging  gardens 
of  Babylon  were  built  by  Cyrus,  129 ; 
testimony    of,    with    Amjrnthas    and 
Strabo,   makes    Nebuchadnezzar    the 
First,  C3rrus,  130 ;  mentions  conquest 
of  Egypt  by  Cambyses,  not  Nebuchad- 
nezzar,   135 ;    not   as   an  individual, 
worthy  of  more  credit  than  Herodotus, 
1 89 ;  with  iElian,  Ctesias,  and  Strabo, 
the  joint  authority,   of  more  weight 
than  his,  189 ;    joint    testimony  of, 
contrasted  with  his  error   in   Egyp- 
tian Chronology,  189 ;   gives  twenty- 
two  years  to    Apries  instead  of  the 
nineteen    of   Africanus,    211  ;    must 
adopt  this  if,  with  Cory,   we    allow 
but    eleven    to    Necho,    note,    211 ; 
refers  to  Herodotus  as  authority  for 
date  of  seventeenth  Olympiad — how, 
explained,  230 ;  Thallus,  Castor,  Poly- 
bius,  Phlegon,  fix  first  year  of  Cyrus 
in  Persia  by  first  year  of  fifty-fifth 
Olympiad,  231 ;  evidence  of,  in  this,  of 
no  great  weight  as  it  depends  on  the 
calculation  from  Herodotus,  231,  260 ; 
states  period  of  Egyptian  independence, 
B.C.  414-350,  p.  267  ;  not  clearly  seen 
how  supports  tills  date,  267  ;  seems  to 
oppose  date  adopted  by  Mr.  Clinton, 
but  not  that  of  Manetho  and  Sjn- 
cellus,  267 ;   speaks  of  Psammeticus, 
B.C.   400,    must   have    been   son   of 
Inaurus,  267,  note;  speaks  of  a  king 
of  Egypt  and  Arabia  in  condition  to 
invade  Phoenicia,  b.g.  412,  p.  267, note; 
says  that  Darius  Hystaspes  obtained 
from  Egyptians  appellation  of  Divus, 
271 ;  says  he  had  honours  of  ancient 
Egyptian  monarchs  paid  to  him  when 
dead,  271 ;  thus  contradicts  Herodotus 
that  Egypt  was  in  revolt  when  he  died, 
271 
Diogenes  Laertius,  statement  of,  as  to 
Thales,  quoted  by  Volney,  167,  note; 
says    Periander,    tyrant    of   Corinth, 
died  when  nearly  eighty  years    old, 
169 
Dion  Cassius,  extract  from,  as  to  Arche- 
laus,   335,  note;   opinions  of,   as  to 
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goTernment    of  Petronius  in   Egypt, 
346,  348  ;  cited  also,  320,  326,  337 

Dion  Chrysostom  relates  from  Persians 
their  traditions  of  Zoroaster,  118 ; 
Stanley  says,  confounds  the  Persian 
and  Chaldsean  Zoroaster  (see  Stanley), 
119 

Dionysius  Halicamassus  on  the  date  of 
Marathon,  280 

Disciples,  mission  of  twelve,  considered 
(see  Mission),  363,  364 ;  plucking 
ears  of  com,  question  on,  by  Pharisees, 
368 ;  seventy,  whence  and  when  sent 
forth,  376 

Documents,  ancient,  how  treated  when 
do  not  support  preconceived  opinions, 
84 

Dodd,  Commentary  of,  error  as  to  geo- 
graphical position  of  Babylon,  102 

Doderlein  rightly  applies  a  prophecy  to 
Jerusalem,  294 

Dream  of  Nebuchadnezzar  (see  Nebu- 
chadnezzar, Daniel,  Image) 

Du  Fresnoy,  calculation  of,  as  to  tyranny 
and  exile  of  the  Pisistratidse,  171, 174 

Dura,  plain  of  (see  Image) 

Dynasties,  Egyptian,  mention  conquest 
of  Egypt  by  Cambyses,  not  by  Nebu- 
chadnezzar, 135 ;  examined,  to  com- 
pare with  Scripture  and  Canon,  208  ; 
in  the  old  Chronicle,  the  twenty- 
sixth  is  called  Memphites,  and  con- 
sists of  but  seven  kings,  188  ;  twenty- 
sixth,  old  Egyptian  chronicle  assigns 
to,  177  years,  209,  211 ;  whole  of  in 
detail  compared  witb  this  sum  of  years, 
209,211;  twenty-sixth  corrected  from 
various  authorities,  212 ;  Ammeres  re- 
jected from,  as  not  being  a  Saite,  and 
making  ten  instead  of  nine,  211 

Dynasties  of  Manetho,  Necho  and  Nebu- 
chadnezzar, noticed  in,  206 

Dynasties  of  Manetho,  corrected  by  old 
Chronicle  and  Stela,  compared  with 
Scripture  and  Canon,  213 ;  differ  from 
the  Canon  by  seventy-eight  years,  213  ; 
made  to  agree  with  the  Scriptures,  213 ; 
curious  agreement  between,  and  Astro- 
nomical Canon,  226 ;  similar  corre- 
spondence between,  and  Ecclesiastical 
Canon,  226 

Dynasties  of  Persia,  Pishdadian,  and 
Kaianian,  149;  anachronisms  of  his- 
torians concerning,  150;  author  sup- 
poses partly  contemporaneous,  151 

Ecclesiastical  Canon  (see  Canons) 
Eckhel,  evidence  of  as  to  death  of  Juba, 

336 
Eclipses,    mentioned   in    the  Canon  of 
Ptolemy,    193 ;   dates  marked  by,   in 
Canon,  calculated  by  Professor  Ideler, 
194,  195;  transferred  by  remark  of 


Eusebius  from  reign  of  Nebuchad- 
nezzar the  Second  to  that  of  Nebu- 
chadnezzar the  First,  205 ;  mistake  in 
kings'  reign  in  which  it  occurs  renders 
intermediate  reigns  uncertain,  216 ;  in 
twentieth  of  Darius,  b.c.  502,  sup- 
position deduced  from,  268 ;  in  fifth 
of  Nabopolassar  was  B.C.  621,  about 
twenty-second  or  twenty-third  of  He- 
zekiah,  273 

Eclipse  foretold  by  Thales,  argument 
from,  as  to  chronology,  167 ;  pro- 
bably from  calculations,  none  prior  to 
B.C.  580  would  answer,  276 ;  that  which 
suits  best  was  June  19,  b.c.  549, 
p.  277 

Eclipse  of  moon,  February  20,  a.d.  7, 
preceded  death  of  Herod,  380 

Eclipse,  total,  seen  by  Agathocles  when 
sailing  from  Syracuse  to  Africa,  227 ; 
calculation  for  correcting  eclipses  ap- 
pears wanting  from  that,  278 

Eclipses,  dates  of,  are  best  evidence  we 
have,  279 

Egypt,  conquest  of,  by  Nebuchadnezzar 
subsequent  to  destruction  of  Tyre,  97 ; 
conquerors  of,  must  be  considered 
most  distinguished  warriors,  109  ;  con- 
quered by  Nebuchadnezzar,  on  testi- 
mony of  Scripture,  Berossus,  and  Per- 
sian historians,  134  ;  conquest  of,  and 
of  Syria  and  Phoenicia  by  same,  men- 
tioned by  Sjrncellus  from  ancient  Phoe- 
nician historians,  134 ;  as  to  conquest 
of,  by  Cambyses,  these  authorities 
silent,  135  ;  conquest  of,  by  Cambyses, 
mentioned  by  Herodotus,  Diodoms 
Siculus,  Strabo,  and  the  Egyptian 
djrnasties,  135 ;  conquest  of,  by  Ne- 
buchadnezzar, all  tiiese  authorities 
silent  on,  135 ;  chronolc^  of,  by 
Herodotus,  in  relation  to  Grecian,  errors 
of,  185,  186 ;  Amyrtseus,  king  of,  de- 
feated by  Bagapates,  general  of  Cam- 
byses, 187  ;  after  conquest  of,  Persians 
reigned  for  135  years,  187 ;  date  of 
conquest  of,  by  Persians,  b.c.  446, 
p.  187 ;  rose  up  against  Persians  on 
death  of  Xerxes,  and  made  Inarus  king, 
B.C.  463,  p.  187  ;  Milesians  landed  in, 
and  subsequently  conquered  Inarus 
(see  Inarus),  187 ;  conquered  by  Ne- 
buchadnezzar after  deadi  of  Amosis, 
264 ;  at  time  of  overthrow,  horn  of 
David  was  to  bud,  Ezekiel,  xxix.  21, 
p.  264 ;  independence  of,  established 
by  Amyrtseus,  after  dealii  of  Darius 
Nothus,  265 ;  perhaps  forty  years' 
oppression  of,  closed  at  this  time,  ap- 
plied to  shew  date  of  Coresch's  decree, 
266  ;  strong  language  of  Ezekiel,  xxix. 
concerning,  could  only  have  been  ful- 
filled by  overthrow  of,  by  Nebuchad- 
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r,  266 ;  (this  only)  fulfilment  of 
forty  years'  desolation  of,  author  thinks, 
266 ;  was  in  great  prosperity  in  reign 
of  AmocBS,  accordmg  to  Herodotus, 
266 ;  so  forty  years  of  his  reign  could 
not  fulfil  Ezekiel  xxix.  concerning, 
266;  Herodotus  says  was  in  state  of 
revolt  at  death  of  Darius  Hystaspes, 
270 ;  Nebuchadnezzar  sent  to,  for  aid 
against  Arphaxad,  271 ;  reduced  by 
hhn  in  revenge,  about  second  year  of 
Xerxes,  272 ;  Apries,  king  of,  de- 
throned and  Amosis  made  tributary 
king  to  Persia,  272 ;  revolted,  Hero- 
dotus says,  fourth  year  after  Marathon, 
280 ;  overthrown  at  the  Euphrates 
(see  Table),  282 ;  prophecies  against, 
B.C.  494w491  (see  References  and 
Table),  284 

Egyptian  Dynasty  (see  Dynasties) 

Egyptians,  year  of,  only  365  days  without 
any  intercalation,  220 ;  chronology  of, 
confused  by  identifying  Cyrus  of  He- 
rodotus witii  Coresch,  233 

Elam,  Isai.  xzi.  2,  applied  by  Dr.  Keith 
to  Persia,  299  ;  in  third  year  of  Bel- 
shaxzar,  was  province  of  Babylon,  300 

Elatii  built  by  Uzziah,  argument  from, 
to  disprove  interregnum,  14 

Eliashib,  high-priest  from  before  twen- 
tieth, till  thirty-fourth  of  Artaxerxes, 
72 ;  tliree  successions  of  priests  men- 
tioned after,  77 

Elibus  or  Belibus,  successor  of  Mero- 
dach-Baladin,  199-201 

Elibus,  said  by  Polyhistor  to  have  reigned 
three  years,  217 

Elulieus  is  Esarhaddon  in  Ecclesiastical 
Canon,  198 

Emperors,  testimony  as  to  uncertain 
lengths  of  reign  of  some.  Appendix  to 
Chap.  XV.  390,  391 

Ephraun,  the  designation  often  tribes  out 
of  the  land,  as  opposed  to  Judah,  21 

Ephraim,  our  Lord's  journey  to,  and 
abode  in,  370 

Epiphanius,  testimony  of  as  to  Noah, 
quoted  from  Faber,  note,  103 

Epiphanius  believed  our  Lord  remained 
two  years  in  Egypt,  349 ;  cited,  388, 
389 

Era,  Persian,  established  by  Gemshid, 
113 ;  of  Nabonassar  (see  Nabonassar) 

Eratosthenes,  called  Father  of  Ancient 
Chronology,  flourished  about  133d 
Olympiad,  B.C.  244  (see  Olympiads), 
230 

Errors  and  equivalents  in  calculating 
reigns  of  kings,  considered,  25 

Esarhaddon,  identified  as  Asordanius,  in 
Polyhistor,  201 ;  also  as  the  Assara- 
dinus  or  Isarindinus  of  the  canons  (see 
Isarindinus),  201, 206 ;  identified  with 


SfU'danapalus,  215, 274 ;  considered  by 
author  the  fiery  flying  serpent  of  Isai, 
xiv.  29,  note,  298 
Estakar,  city  of,  built  to  commemorate 
last  victory  of  Cyrus  over  Astyages, 
132 
Esther,  confusion  arising  from  misplacing 
history  of,  58  ;  difficulties  of  supposing 
history  of,  subsequent  to  Captivity, 
63 ;  history  of,  proved  to  be  during 
Captivity,  64 ;  history  of,  written  by 
Joiakim  the  high-priest,  236  ;  brought 
to  Xerxes,  and  married  before  he  went 
to  Sardis,  280,  285 
Eupalmeus,  king  of  Assyria,  reigned 
thirty-eight  years,  274 ;  during  reign 
of,  David  began  to  reign,  274 ;  from 
first  of,  to  last  of  Sardanapalus,  246 
years,  274;  calculation  to  shew  500 
years  from  first  of,  to  last  of  Zedekiah, 
274 
Euphrates,  near  sources  of,  Chaldseans 

anciently  dwelt  (see  Chaldseans),  104 
Eupolemus,  quoted  by  Polyhistor,  says 
Cham  or  Ham  was  called  Chomasbolus, 
219 
ISurycles,  fomented  by  intrigues,  the  dis- 
orders in  Herod's  family,  323 
Eusebius  ascribes  twelve  years  to  reign 
of  Amon,  20 ;  asserts  that  two  periods 
of  seventy  years  are  predicted,  47 ; 
shews  distinction  between  Darius  the 
Mede  and  son  of  Ahasuerus,  58 
Eusebius,  prsep.  10,  calls  the  Magi  at 
Babylon  Persian  Magi,  120;  says  some 
historians  call  Cambyses   Nebuchad- 
nezzar the  Second,  127 ;  differs  from 
Ecclesiastical  Canon,   199;   misinter- 
prets Polyhistor,  perhaps  intentionally, 
for  what  purpose,  203 ;  text,  as  given 
by,  proposed  correction  of,  204  ;  con- 
fesses he  calls  the  king  Nabopolassar, 
whom  Polyhistor  calls  Sardsmapalus, 
214 ;   lengthens  a  period  in  passage 
from    Polyhistor     by    a    parenthesis 
twenty -one     years,     205  ;     transfers 
eclipse  from  reign  of  Nebuchadnezzar 
the  Second  to  that  of  Nebuchadnezzar 
the  First,  205  ;  preserves  their  relative 
distances    marked  by  eclipses,   205 ; 
died  A.D.  338,  p.  205,  note;  makes 
Manetho    agree  with   chronology    of 
Scripture,  213 
Eusebius  implies  that  Polyhistor  calls  Na- 
bopolassar Sardanapalus,  yet  testifies 
that  he  does  not  so  designate  him,  214; 
has  assisted  hereby  to  perpetuate  con- 
fusion on  this,  214  ;  in  list  of  Assyrian 
kings,  second  book  of,  Nebuchadnezzar 
succeeds  Merodach-Baladin,  215;  sup- 
poses the  Captivity  terminated  in  reign 
of  Darius   Hystaspes,   234 ;    list    of 
Median  kings  taken  firom,  239;  says 
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there  were  two  periods  of  seventy 
years,  one  of  servitude  of  Jews  till 
taking  of  Babylon  by  Cyrus,  244  ;  says 
other  was  ended  second  of  Darius 
Hystaspes,  244 ;  makes  the  servitude 
reckon  from  prophecy  of  Jeremiah 
forty  years  before  Desolation,  244  ; 
makes  Cyrus,  therefore,  commence  in 
thirtieth  year  of  Desolation,  244  ;  de- 
tail of  numbers  from,  given,  244;  gives 
256  years  from  first  of  Arbaces  to  last 
of  Astyages,  275  ;  with  Africanus,  Syn- 
cellus,  and  ConstantineManasses,  iden- 
tifies Darius  the  Mede  with  Astyages, 
275 

Eusebius,  380,  383,  391 

Evidence,  three  grades  of,  adduced  by 
author,  4 ;  nature  of,  as  to  captivity, 
perpetuates  error,  how  and  why  should 
be  classified,  233 

Evil-Merodach  or  Avil-Merodachus  be- 
gan to  reign  tlurty-seventh  year  of 
Jeconiah's  captivity,  94,  273 ;  reigned 
after  his  father  Nebuchodrossorua 
twelve  years,  203  ;  brought  Jehoiakim 
out  of  prison,  and  honoured  him,  234  ; 
given  by  Megasthenes  as  tenth  king  of 
Babylon,  reigned  thirty  years,  237 ; 
succeeded  Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second, 
reigned  two  years,  was  killed  by  his 
brother,  257, 273 ;  difficulty  connected 
with  date  of  commencing  his  reign, 
273;  tradition  is,  that  he  reigned 
during  his  Other's  life,  273 

Evochus  means  the  great  Chus,  was  the 
son  of  Cham  or  Ham,  219 

Ewald,  cited,  405,  416 

EzekieVs  prophecy  of  390  years  from  Re- 
hoboam  to  Captivity,  Ezek.  iv.  5,  p.  6  ; 
prophecy  of  forty  years  of  Judah's  sin, 
interpretation  of,  20,  21 ;  Era  men- 
tioned chap.  i.  1,  doubts,  and  most 
probable  opinion  on,  34,  35 ;  captive 
in  the  eighth  of  Nebuchadnezzar, 
B.C.  504,  table,  283;  prophecies  against 
Egypt  in  twelfth  year  and  tenth  month 
of  Captivity,  references  and  table,  284 

Ezra,  sUence  of,  as  to  Esther  and  Mor- 
decai,  shews  history  not  written  in  the 
same  period  as  that  of  Esther,  63 ; 
chap.  iv.  6-23,  of,  thrown  into  paren- 
thesis by  Dr.  Hales,  67 

Ezra  mentions  commands  of  Coresch, 
Darius,  and  Artaxerxes,  412 

Faber,  interpretation  of  seventy  weeks  of 
Daniel,  431,  433 

Ferdousi,  commencement  of  poem  cha- 
racteristic of  Persian  history,  &c. 
146-148,  255 

Feudal  system  of  East,  important  to  con- 
sider, in  reference  to  Nebuchadnezzar 
and  Coresch,  163,  164 


Fire-worship,  reformation  of,  by  Zoro- 
aster, cause  of,  117 

Fire-worship,  first  temple  for,  in  moun- 
tains Ajerbigan,  between  Upper  Ar- 
menia and  the  Caspian  Sea,  133 

Fitaguras,  name  of  Pythagoras,  from 
Merkhond,  the  Persian  historian,  114 

Florence,  a  stela  at,  gives  seventy-one 
years  from  third  of  Necho  to  thirty- 
fifth  of  Amosis,  209 

FragmentaVetustissimorum ,  extractfrom, 
identifies  Darius  the  Mede  with  Hys- 
taspes, 83 ;  extract  from  Philo  in, 
proves  same  thing,  83 

Freret,  observations  on  Cyropsedia,  im- 
portant extract  from  (see  Chaldseans), 
104  ;  preferred  by  auttior  to  the  other 
authorities  cited,  104 ;  quotes  from 
Athenseus  what  he  considers  a  mistake 
of  Amynthas,  who  says  Nineveh  was 
taken  by  Cyrus,  which  Freret  corrects 
to  Cyaxares,  129  ;  carries  out  Jack- 
son^s  argument  to  shew  difference  be- 
tween Chaldsean  and  Egyptian  years, 
220 ;  gives  express  testimony  as  to 
nature  of  Chaldsean  period  of  time, 
222  ;  says  that  neither  historians  nor 
chronologists  used  the  era  of  Na- 
bonassar,  223 

Gabriel,  angel,  his  mission  to  Daniel, 
what,  392,  393  ;  language  of  Dan.  viii. 
23,  corresponds  with  Deut.  xxviii.  50, 
p.  399 ;  express  object  of  coming  to 
Daniel  was  to  instruct  him,  412 

Gale,  conjectures  the  effect  of  Nebuchad- 
nezzar's madness  on  Pythagoras,  120 ; 
says  Coresch  was  greatest  title  of  ho- 
nour in  Persia,  252 ;  says  it  was  given 
to  Cjrrus,  signifying  supreme  Lord  on 
earth,  252 

Galilee,  mission  of  disciples  not  sent  to, 
363 ;  our  Lord  preachmg  in  synagogues 
of,  366 

Gamaliel  knew  but  one  taxing  by  Cy- 
renius,  or  considered  the  first  tax- 
ing to  be  pre-eminently  tJie  itucing, 
329 

Gantz,  chronology  of,  extract  from  ob- 
servations of  Vorst  on,  236 

Gaonim,  the  tradition  of,  preserved  by 
Maimonides,  36 

Gardens,  hanging,  of  Babylon,  said  by 
Diodorus  Siculus  and  Pliny  to  have 
been  built  by  Cyrus  (see  Corrections), 
129,  253;  said  by  Berossus  to  have 
been  built  by  Nebuchadnezzar  the  Se- 
cond, 129;  how  reconciled  as  being 
attributed  to  both,  129 

Gataker,  remark  of,  in  Assemblies*  An- 
notations, note,  306 

Gedaliah,  when  he  was  smitten,  the  land 
became  a  desolation,  46 
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Geminus  attributes  to  Chaldseans,  period 
of  223  moons  which  he  calls  evolu- 
tions, p.  223 

Gemshid,  according  to  Richardson,  esta- 
blished the  Persian  era  (see  Jemsheed), 
113 

Gentiles,  grounds  on  which  to  be  received 
into  church,  384 ;  condition  spoken  of, 
as  to  Galatians,  ii.  10,  what,  384,  385 

Geraldus  Mercator  quoted  to  prove  Da- 
rius the  Mede  was  Hystaspes,  85 

Gerhard  Mercator,  cited,  354 

Gesenius,  extract  from  unprinted  lectures 
of,  at  Halle,  in  1839  (see  Chaldseans), 
104 ;  opinion  of,  as  to  inhabitants  oif 
Babylon,  their  origin  and  languages, 
106  ;  authority  cited  by  Rosenmiiller 
as  to  Chaldee  language,  109 ;  authority 
of,  for  several  Hebrew  words  derived 
from  Persian,  note.  Ill ;  rightly  applies 
a  prophecy  to  Jerusalem,  294  ;  ex- 
plains his  idea  of  reeds  being  burnt  at 
Babylon,  306 ;  adds  that  R.  Jona 
says  they  should  be  translated  forts, 
306 

Giamasp,  follower  of  Zoroaster,  book 
written  by,  158 

Gill  asserts  that  Ahashverosh  and  Xerxes 
correspond  the  Hebrew  to  the  Greek, 
79 

Gill's  Commentary,  error  of,  as  to  geo- 
graphical site  of  Babylon,  102 ;  in- 
clines to  adopt  the  interpretation  of 
Saadiah  and  Aben  Ezra,  as  to  Dan.  ii. 
5-8,  p.  139 

Glaphyra,  widow  of  Alexander,  married 
Juba,  king  of  Lybia,  after  his  death, 
married  Archelaus,  336 

Gospels,  four,  supply  materials  for  har- 
mony, not  history,  354  ;  difficulty  in 
harmonising,  whence  arising,  356 ; 
plenary  inspiration  and  historical  evi- 
dence of,  considered,  356  ;  undesigned 
coincidences  of,  instance  of,  356  ;  un- 
certainty in  some  points  of,  beneficial 
effects  of,  357  ;  collective  expressions 
in,  and  particular  narratives,  359 ; 
instances  of  transposition  in,  359, 
361,  362,  377 ;  origin  of,  as  given  by 
fathers,  note,  365  ;  point,  at  which  aU 
coincide,  369 ;  our  Lord's  journeys, 
as  related  in,  before  last  Passover, 
373-375  ;  harmony  of  four,  according 
to  views  of  author,  379 ;  five  advan- 
tages of  this  arrangement  of,  380 ; 
chronology  of,  arranged  on  this  plan, 
380,  381 

Govett,  Mr.  considers  Isaiah,  xlv.  pro- 
perly interpreted  of  Christ,  296 

Greek  additions  to  Esther,  prove  it  was 
during  the  captivity,  61,  64  ;  chrono- 
logy, confused  by  identification  of 
Cyrus  of    Herodotus    with   Coresch, 


233  ;  mercenaries  in  Egyptian  army, 
cruelty  of,  136  ;  flight  of,  significantly 
alluded  to  in  prophecy,  136 

Greenhill's  opinion,  on  forty  years  of 
Ezekiel,  22 

Greswell  reckons  seventy  years  of  service 
in  Babylon,  from  first  of  Nebuchad- 
nezzar, 44  ;  gives  what  he  considers  an 
identification  of  kings,  90 ;  says  that 
Darius  Hystaspes  must  have  died  B.C. 
486,  p.  279;  and  Brown  say  Jerusalem 
was  taken  the  seventh  month,  b.c.  37,  p. 
313 ;  supposes  famine  in  Herod's  reign, 
two  years  later  than  author,  316  ;  says 
Agrippa  went  to  Jerusalem  to  feast  of 
Tabernacles  B.C.  15,  p.  319  ;  says  it 
required  six  weeks  in  summer,  and  five 
or  six  months  in  winter,  to  pass  to  and 
fro,  between  Judea  and  Italy,  323  ; 
gives  quotation  from  Hypomnesticon, 
331  ;  author  cannot  agree  with,  as  to 
year  in  which  Herod  sent  to  Petronius, 
nor  order  of  governors  in  Egjrpt,  346  ; 
makes  Luke's  gospel  basis  of  harmony, 
356 ;  arrangement  of,  as  to  passover. 
Matt.  xiv.  369  ;  statement  from,  and 
objections  against,  373  ;  opinion  as  to 
date  of  martyrdom  of  Stephen,  note, 
383 ;  time  of  Christians  retreating 
from  Jerusalem,  specified  by,  407 ; 
excellent  distinction  between  Daniel, 
ix.  24,  25,  p.  412  ;  interpretation  of 
seventy  weeks  of  Daniel,  431  ;  see 
308,  310,  322,  331,  336,  355,  366 

Grotefend  shews  all  the  Babylonian 
wedge-shaped  writings  are  derived 
from  the  second  Persepolitan  with 
more  characters,  123  ;  compared  the 
inscriptions  at  Babylon  with  those  of 
PersepoHs,  124  ;  found  on  one  of  the 
bricks  of  Babylon  the  name  of  Darius, 
124  ;  found  in  two  Babylonian  do- 
cuments subscription  of  name  of 
Darius,  with  the  same  type  found  in 
third  Persepolitan  character,  124 ; 
proofs  from  his  discoveries,  that  Nebu- 
chadnezzar was  contemporary  with 
Darius  Hystaspes,  124  ;  has  not  dis- 
covered name  of  Cambyses  in  cunei- 
form inscriptions,  195,  229 

Grunus  (see  Spargathites)  • 

Gudarz,  according  to  Hales,  called  Ne- 
buchadnezzar by  Kondemer,  130 ;  cal- 
led by  others  Kuresh  or  Cyrus,  130  ; 
was  father  to  Bakhtnasar,  who  de- 
stroyed temple  at  Jerusalem,  130, 157  ; 
therefore  father  of  Bakhtnasar  was 
Cyrus,  and  Kondemer  and  the  other 
historians  are  reconciled,  130,  157 ; 
son  of  Gavah,  the  blacksmith,  note, 
157  ;  said  of  Kai  Ka'oos,  the  forest 
was  fitter  for  him  than  abode  of  men, 
249 
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Gftfhtasp,  or  Kishtasp,  story  of,  in 
Merkond,  148  ;  fifth  king  of  Kaianian 
dynasty,  149  ;  eldest  son  of  Lohorasp, 
rebelled  against  his  father,  157 ;  adopt- 
ed the  faith  of  Zurdust,  158  ;  said  to 
have  reigned  over  Persia,  Turkistan, 
and  EtUopia,  158 ;  identified  with 
Ahasuerus,  158 ;  first  gold  coinage 
attributed  to,  and  not  to  his  predeces- 
sor, 158 

Haggai  reproves  the  Jews  when  time  to 
bmld  the  temple  was  come,  55  ;  died, 
according  to  short  Hebrew  Chro- 
nicle, in  fifty-second  year  of  Medes 
and  Persians,  242  ;  prophecy  of,  in 
second  of  Darius  Nothus,  sixth  month, 
chap.  i.  B.C.  423,  p.  291  ;  prophesied, 
about  twenty  days,  after  seventy  years 
of  desolation,  finished,  260 

Hales  (and  Lightfoot)  suppose  an  inter- 
regnum between  Amaziah  and  Uzziah, 
13 ;  misconceives  confusion  of  names 
in  Scripture,  58  ;  takes  an  unwarrant- 
able liberty  with  Ezra,  iv.  6-23,  p. 
67 

Hales  affords  testimony  to  identify  Cam- 
byses  with  Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second, 
130 ;  says  Persian  writers  confound 
Persian  invasion  of  Palestine  with  ear- 
lier Babylonian  of  Nebuchadnezzar, 
130 ;  assertion  of,  illustrated  by  ab- 
surdity of  English  historians  con- 
foundmg  conquests  of  Clive  in  India 
with  expedition  of  Vasquo  de  Gama, 
130  ;  says  Kondemer  held  Nebuchad- 
nezzar to  be  Gudarz,  130  ;  says  others 
reckon  Gudarz  to  be  Kuresh,  or  Cyrus, 
130 ;  adopts  the  Septuagint  and  Arabic 
meaning  of  Daniel,  ii.  5-8,  as  to  the 
dream  and  decree  of  Nebuchadnezzar, 
139  ;  interpretation  of  seventy  weeks 
of  Daniel,  425  ;  see  also,  308,  407, 
413,  433  ;  proves  Darius  Codomanus 
to  be  fourth  king,  Daniel,  xi.  2 — Ap- 
pendix, chap.  vi.  90  a  ;  proves  it  by 
estimation  of  his  riches  and  acts  to 
Philip  and  Alexander,  90  a 

Halley  proves  the  period  asserted  by 
Pliny,  to  give  return  of  eclipse,  223 

Raima  mentions  Ammonius  of  Alexan- 
dria (see  Ammonius),  226 

Haman,  hanged,  traced  as  minister  of 
Gushtasp,  158 

Haran,  same  as  Charrse  (see  Charrse)  103 

Hare,  translation  and  exposition  of  seventy 
weeks  of  Daniel,  by,  426,  427 

Harmony  of  dates,  firom  Jeroboam  to 
Hoshea,  and  Amaziah  to  Ahaz,  17  ; 
of  gospels,  different  modes  of  attempt- 
ing, 356  ;  important  part  of  gospel 
history,  with  regard  to,  369 

Harpagus  commanded  Persian  army  of 


Cyrus  in  conquering  Lower  Asia,  179 ; 
contemporary  with  Astyages  and  Da- 
rius Hystaspes,  179  ;  said  by  some  to 
have  excited  the  Persians  to  revolt 
from  Cyaxares,  270 

Harpocration  says  that  darics  were  first 
coined  by  a  Darius  before  Hystaspes, 
180 ',  contradicts  Herodotus  in  this, 
180 

Hebrew  authorities  cited,  to  shew  that 
Mordecai  went  into  captivity,  61 ; 
short  chronicle  (see  Chronicle) 

Hebrews,  some  say  that  both  second  and 
twelfth  of  Nebuchadnezzar  are  counted 
by,  in  referring  to  Daniel,  ii.  p.  99 

Heeren  states  difficulty  of  ascertaining 
what  tlie  Chaldeans  were,  101  ;  says 
they  came  from  the  north,  105  ;  that 
they  descended  from  Taurus  and  Cau- 
casus, and  conquered  Babylon,  105  ; 
statement  of,  as  to  times  and  laws  of 
Zoroaster  (see  Chaldeans),  117  ;  con- 
siders him  a  Bactrian,  anterior  to  the 
Median  empire,  117  ;  argues  from  the 
Zendavesta,  considering  it  all  genuine, 
117  ;  remarks  of,  on  language,  inscrip- 
tions, &c.  of  Persepolis  and  Babylon, 
124  ;  decides  with  Volney  that  Sarda- 
napalus  was  Esarhaddon,  215  ;  traces 
a  similarity  in  the  etymology  of  the 
name,  215 

Helvicus  cited,  354 

Hengstenberg  reckons  seventy  years  of 
Babylon  from  the  first  of  Nebuchad- 
nezzar, 44  ;  considers  history  of  Hero- 
dotus concluded,  B.C.  408,  p.  190  ;  has 
lately  revived  opinion  of  Usher,  that 
Xerxes  died  b.c.  474,  p.  281 ;  clear 
testimony  of,  as  to  Divine  commands, 
403  ;  rendering  of  Daniel,  ix.  24,  p. 
403  ;  other  renderings  and  interpreta- 
tions adopted,  403,  404  ;  opinion  of, 
as  to  anointing  holy  of  holies,  410; 
error  of,  respecting  decree,  Daniel,  ix. 
25,  note,  414  ;  interpretation  of 
seventy  weeks  of  Daniel,  430  ;  only 
explains  one  out  of  six  necessary 
points,  431 ;  see  also,  416,  420,  425, 
432,  433,  436 

Henry's  commentary  as  to  interpretation 
of  Jeremiah,  i.  14,  15,  does  not  meet 
the  scope  of  the  prophecy,  102 

Herbelot  interprets  Pasargarda  prince  of 
the  blood  royal,  132 

Hermannus  repeats  a  testimony  ih&t 
Cambyses  was  called  Nebuchodonosor, 
127 

Herod,  erroneously  supposed  by  some, 
to  have  built  the  temple,  /4,  75 ; 
times  of,  inconsistencies  of  Josephus 
in  respect  of,  309  ;  Antipater  com- 
mitted government  to,  when  fifteoi 
years  of  age,  309 ;  date  of  receiving 
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kingdom,  given  by  Josephus,  184th 
Olympiad,  310 ;  date  of  death,  differ- 
ent by  Usher,  Scaliger,  Lydiat,  and 
Baronius,  note,  310 ;  seyeral  dates 
concerning,  given  by  Josephus,  incon- 
sistent Yfith  others,  311  ;  death  of, 
given  by  Josephus,  three  years  before 
vulgar  era,  311 ;  in  seventh  year  of, 
battle  of  Actium  fought,  313  ;  sons  of 
Babas  put  to  death  in  tiiirteenth  year 
of,  extracts  from  Josephus,  315  ;  built 
theatre,  amphitheatre,  appointed  games, 
Jews  conspired  against,  315  ;  fortified 
palace,  built  Sebaste,  Csesarea,  &c. 
315  ;  famine  in  thirteenth  year  of,  in 
fourteenth,  cut  gold  and  silver  off  palace 
to  buy  com,  316  ;  in  fifteenth  year  of, 
greatly  distressed,  finances  all  exhaust- 
ed, 316  ;  when  affairs  were  flourishing 
again,  built  palace  in  upper  city,  316  ; 
afterwards  marries,  then  built  Hero- 
dium  and  Csesarea,  316 ;  completes 
Sebaste,  builds  temple  to  Caesar  in 
country  of  Zenodorus,  316  ;  undertook 
to  build  temple  in  eighteenth  year. 
Query.  How  could  this  be .'  317  j 
twenty-eighth  year  of,  instead  of  eigh- 
teenth, author  thinks  must  be  date  of 
repairing  temple,  318  ;  events  in  latter 
part  of  reign  of,  hurried  into  too  short 
space  of  time,  318  ;  after  he  rebuilt 
Sebaste,  sends  sons  to  Rome,  on  return 
were  envied  by  Salome  and  others  and 
calumniated  to  Herod,  319 ;  in  twenty- 
second  year  of  reign,  sons  were  married 
about  B.C.  16,  p.  319 ;  sails  to  Agrippa, 
who  visits  Jerusalem  b.c.  15,  at  feast 
of  Tabernacles,  319  ;  during  absence  of, 
family  disorders  increased,  Antipater 
sent  to  Rome  with  Agrippa.  this,  ac- 
cording to  Greswell,  b.c  13,  p.  319 ; 
accuses  his  sons  at  Rome  to  Caesar,  is 
reconciled,  returns  about  b.c.  7,  p.  321 ; 
binds  his  son  Alexander,  reconciled  by 
Archelaus,  Traconites  rebel,  322;  par- 
tially subdued,  sends  two  embassies  to 
Rome,  323 ;  kingdom  of,  required  to 
swear  fidelity  to  Caesar,  this,  time  of 
taxing  by  Cyrenius,  325 ;  recalls  An- 
tipater who  had  gone  to  Rome,  falls 
sick,  slays  Antipater,  325 ;  dies  five 
days  after,  dates  of  these  and  many 
other  facts  suppressed  by  Josephus, 
325,  326 ;  death  of,  shewn  to  be  a.  d.  7, 
agreeing  with  dates  of  St.  Luke,  326  ; 
a  census  was  in  the  reign  of,  and  that 
by  Cyrenius,  three  propositions,  328, 
335 ;  Caesar  treated  as  subject,  mode 
of  so  doing  was  by  taxing,  328,  335 ; 
taxing  in  reign  of,  connects  events 
otherwise  irreconcilable,  333 ;  reign  of, 
shortened  by  direct  dates  in  Josephus, 
and  results  of,  334 ;  reign  of,  recon- 


ciled to  St.  Luke  by  indirect  dates 
learned  by  inference,  334 ;  dates  and 
facts  in  favour  of  longer  reign  more 
probable  and  consistent,  335 ;  sup- 
posed date  of  death  of,  deranges  events 
connected  with  birth  of  our  Lord,  con- 
duct of  as  to  Magi  considered,  349, 
350 

Herod  Antipas,  received  tetrarchy  when 
Archelaus  made  ethnarch,  332,  333 

Herodium  and  Caesarea  built  by  Herod 
after  his  marriage,  316 

Herodotus  shews  that  Darius  Hystaspes 
was  the  first  who  levied  taxes,  81 ; 
gives  evidence  of  supreme  power, 
having  been  Median  in  days  of  Darius 
Hystaspes,  85 ;  cannot  be  supposed 
ignorant  of  Nebuchadnezzar  and  his 
father,  109;  says  Persians  considered 
burning  of  body  of  Amosis  an  impious 
act,  note,  120 ;  says  Nineveh  was 
taken  by  Cyaxares,  129;  implies  that 
Babylonians  took  a  share  in  the  con- 
quest, 129 ;  mentions  conquest  of 
Egypt  by  Cambyses,  not  by  Nebuchad- 
nezzar, 135;  detail  of  that  conquest 
exactly  corresponds  with  prophecy  of 
Jeremiah,  136,  137  ;  shews  that  what 
was  predicted  of  Nebuchadnezzar  was 
exactly  performed  by  Cambyses,  138 ; 
description  of  impetuosity,  rage,  and 
madness,  of  Cambyses  answers  to  cha- 
racter of  Nebuchaidnezzar,  140 ;  gives 
account  of  Xerxes*  person  similar  to 
that  of  Gushtasp,  158 ;  Grecian  and 
Asiatic  chronology  of,  to  be  examined 
whether  consistent,  166;  Grecian  chro- 
nology of,  as  to  Croesus  and  Pisistratus, 
considered,  166-169 ;  thirty-six  years 
must  date  from  commencement  of 
history  of  tyranny,  173 ;  two  facts 
from  history  of,  concluded  by  author, 
174 ;  Grecian  and  Asiatic  cluronology 
of,  agreement  between  tested,  174 ; 
mentions  thirty-six  years  as  the  time 
of  the  dominion  of  Pisistratidae,  177 ; 
according  to  Greek  data  of,  from  end  of 
reign  of  Croesus  to  Marathon,  nineteen 
years,  177 ;  according  to  Asiatic  data 
of,  sixty-five  years,  177  ;  confusion  in 
history  of,  early  perceived,  180 ;  states 
that  Darius  Hystaspes  was  the  first 
person  who  coined  the  darics,  180 ; 
chronology  of,  compared  with  other 
historians,  181 ;  inferences  from,  that 
capture  of  Babylon  he  speaks  of  was 
by  Busalossorus,  184 ;  mistaken  in 
contact  between  Grecian  and  Egyptian 
chronology,  185 ;  incorrectness  of, 
complained  of  by  Manetho  quoted  by 
Josephus,  185 ;  said  by  Diodorus 
Siculus  to  have  wilfully  related  fictions 
of  Egyptian  history,  185 ;  confesses  he 
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departs  from  Egyptian  records  in  mar- 
riage of  Cambyses,  185 ;  improbable 
story  of,  gives  some  clue  to  the  truth, 
1 85 ;  story  of  Amosis,  Apries,  and  Cam- 
byses  by,  considered,  185 ;  story  of  Rho- 
dope  compared  with  testimony  of  ^lian, 
186 ;  error  of,  in  relation  of  Grecian  to 
Asiatic  history,  involves  difference  be- 
tween him  and  ^lian  in  Egyptian 
history,  186,  189 ;  says  voyage  of 
Phoenicians  was  in  the  times  of  Pha- 
raoh Necho,  186 ;  compared  with 
Strabo,  if  both  right,  confirm  author's 
statement,  186 ;  ^  account  of  Xerxes 
be  correct,  Darius  Hystaspes  did  not 
reign  thirty-six  years,  279 ;  time  of 
writing  his  history  considered,  190; 
an  error  in  supposing  Egypt  to  have 
revolted  from  Darius,  270 ;  name  of 
Nericasolassarus  not  found  in,  217 ; 
says  the  Persians  opened  the  road 
to  Egypt  through  the  desert,  228 ; 
does  not  mention  Olympiads  as  modes 
of  reckoning  in  lus  history,  230 ; 
speaks  of  two  persons  bearing  name  of 
Cyrus,  and  two  or  three  of  Cambyses, 
251 ;  might  probably  adopt  alterna- 
tion of  names  as  common  among 
Greeks,  251 ;  says  there  were  four 
accounts  of  Cyrus,  252 ;  compared 
with  Ctesias  in  list  of  Persian  kings, 
253 ;  difference  of  one  generation  evi- 
dently preserved  in  two  instances,  253  ; 
Astyages  of,  corresponds  with  the 
Afrasiab  of  Persian  historians,  254 ; 
difference  of  two  generations  between, 
and  Polyhistor  accounted  for,  254 ; 
Grecian  and  Asiatic  chronology  of, 
how  reconciled,  254,  255 ;  gives  twenty- 
nine  years  to  Cyrus,  as  Berossus  to  Ne- 
buchadnezzar the  First,  268  ;  attributes 
to  Cambyses  seven  and  a  half  years, 
and  thought  he  died  mad,  why,  269 ; 
story  of  Zopyrus  by,  devoid  of  all 
probability,  269 ;  what  tells  of  Zopyrus, 
Ctesias  says  of  Megabyzus,  270 ;  says 
Egypt  was  in  state  of  revolt  when 
Darius  Hystaspes  died,  270;  list  of 
Median  kings  taken  from,  and  six 
others,  239 ;  if  Isaiah,  xliv.  27,  applies 
to  Cyrus  of,  he  must  have  been  before 
Nebuchodonosor,  302  ;  historians  fol- 
lowing, confound  Chaldseans,  Elamites, 
and  Persians,  307  ;  shews  that  Zop3rrus 
was  given  Babylon,  while  Darius  kept 
odier  parts  of  Chaldaean  dominions, 
and  thus  fulfils  Daniel,  v.  28,  p.  307 

Hesychius  mentions  two  periods  of  the 
Chaldseans,  called  Sares,  222 

Hezekiah,  collateral  dates  of  his  reign  fix 
the  clironology  of  Hoshea*s  reign,  19  ; 
began  to  reign  in  Abib,  41,  43;  one 
Ualf  of  fourteenth  year  of  his  reign  a 


Sabbatical  year,  41 ;  one  half  of  his 
fifteenth  year  was  a  Jubilee,  42 ;  As- 
saradinus  reigned  within  three  years  of 
the  fifteenth  of,  201 ;  distance  from 
fifteenth  of,  to  first  of  Nebuchadnezzar 
found  by  Canon,  202 ;  Tarhakah  and 
Esarhaddon  contemporaneous  with, 
206,  212 ;  two  arguments  to  fix  con- 
quest of  Babylon  to  nineteenth  year 
of,  207 ;  prophecy,  Isaiah,  xiv.,  au- 
thor thinks  improperly  applied  to, 
298 

Hieroglyphics,  remarks  on  evidence  de- 
duced from,  227  ;  inscription  of,  on 
Cosseir  road  could  not  have  been  near 
time  of  Persians,  227 ;  reasons  why 
were  as  late  as  time  of  Ptolemy  Phila- 
delphus,  229 ;  internal  evidence  of, 
msJces  probable,  were  made  after 
Persian  was  tinctured  with  Grecian 
history,  229 ;  inscription  in,  mentioned 
by  Rosellini  recording  victory  by  Per- 
sians in  reign  of  Amosis,  228  ;  shew  it 
was  in  twenty-seventh  of  some  Persian 
monarch  who  is  not  known,  228 

High-priests,  succession  of,  seems  to  fix 
time  from  first  of  Coresch  to  twentieth 
of  Artaxerxes,  72 

Hipparchus,  son  of  Pisistratus,  lived  but 
short  time  after  his  father,  172;  died 
same  year  as  kings  deposed  from  Rome, 
177 

Hipparchus,  the  astronomer,  Ptolemy 
derives  observations  and  names  in  his 
Canon  from,  221 ;  Ptolemy  borrows 
from  him  all  his  Babylonian  observa- 
tions, 221 

Hippias  and  Hipparchus,  sons  of  Pisi- 
stratus, 171 ;  as  to  ages,  times  of 
reigning  and  expulsion,  calculations 
(see Pisistratus,  Pisistratidse,  and  table), 
172,  173  ;  from  expulsion  of,  to  Mara- 
thon, Herodotus  does  not  allow  twenty 
years,  176 

Historians,  Persian,  discrepancies  of,  re- 
conciled by  author's  view,  130 ;  why 
do  not  they  recount  the  conquest  of 
Egypt  by  Cambyses,  135  ;  Persian  and 
Grecian  compared,  146  ;  Persian,  ana- 
chronisms and  extravagancies  of,  146, 
147  ;  Persian,  unanimously  fix  com- 
mencement of  captivity  under  Loho- 
rasp,  160 ;  and  fix  its  termination 
under  Behmen,  160 ;  argument  to 
shew  the  source,  antiquity,  and  value 
of  their  evidence,  160 ;  Persian,  not 
fairly  treated,  why  and  how,  160,  161; 
their  statement  vindicated  and  com- 
pared with  those  of  Herodotus  and 
Scripture,  161,  162;  Persian,  false 
assumption  that  reflects  on,  what,  161 ; 
Persian,  say  that  Bahman  gave  Kuresh 
province  of  Babylon,   507.      JSlian, 
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Ctesias,  Strabo,  and  Diodorns,  testi- 
mony of,  compared  with  Herodotus, 
189 ;  of  Asiatic  nations,  why  so  little 
to  be  depended  on,  191 ;  not  to  be 
relied  on  in   many  points  as  histo- 
rians, and  why,  191 ;  of  twenty-sixth 
dynasty  of  Egypt,  except  AfHcanus 
differ  from  Stela  of  Florence,  210 ;  and 
astronomers  do   not  use   (Jie  era  of 
Nabonassar,  223 
History,  Persian  and  Jewish,  point  of 
contact  between,  in  lists  of  kings  (see 
Persian   historians),    161  ;    universal, 
author's  rule  laid  down  by,  115  ;  rule 
of,  applied  to  Jemsheed,  seems  to  iden- 
tify him,  115  ;  same  rule  applied  to 
arguments  as  to  Cyrus  and  Cambyses, 
134  ;  of  Herodotus,  when  written  (see 
Herodotus) ;     in    re-construction   of, 
right  identification  will  lead  to  truth, 
248  ;  Median  and  Chaldsean,  difficulty 
of  tracing,  whence  it  arises,  278 ;  ap- 
plied to   interpretation  of  prophecy, 
how  to  be,  292,  293,  295  ;  commonly 
received  views  of,  make  it  difficult  to 
apply,  Isaiah,  xiv.  25,  to  Cyrus,  297 
Hitzig,   rightly  applies    a  prophecy  to 

Jerusalem,  294 
Hoevemick  confirms   opinion   of  Gese- 

nius  by  an  objection,  note,  111 
Holophemes,  a  Persian,  similitude  of  Per- 
sian names  (see  Judith),  127 ;  general 
of  army  of  Assuerus  Artaxerxes  the 
First,  so  called  by  Philo,  236 
Homai,  called  Khanee,  a  queen  of  the 

Kaianian  dynasty,  160 
Horn,  the  little,  the  Roman  power,  and 
how  it  corresponds  with  power  of,  spi- 
ritual and  temporal,  399 
Horsley,  followed   by  author,  in   inter- 
pretation of  Isaiah,  vii.  344 
Hosea    prophesied    fifty,    not    seventy, 

years,  17 
Hoshea  reigned  nine  years,  at  first,  then 
imprisoned,  and  then  nine  more,  13 ; 
chronology  of  his  reign  difficult  how 
explained,  18,  19 
Howes  says  there  is  but  one  passage  ex- 
tant which  places  conquest  of  Babylon 
in  twentieth  of  Cjrrus,  225;  denies  coin 
of  Herod  Antipas  to  be  genuine,  380 
Hyde  states  that  the  old  Persians  ob- 
served the  festival  of  the  Sacea,  113; 
opinion  promulgated  by,  as  to  time 
and  laws  of  Zoroaster,  117 
Hypomnesticon    of  Joseph,    containing 
table  of  succession  of  Jewish  priests, 
contradicts  inferential  evidence  from 
Josephus,  331 
Hyppias  the  Elian,  published  first  Olym- 
pian catalogue  towards  100  Olympiad, 
B.C.  376  (see  Olympiads),  230 
Hyppolitus,  Chronicon  of,  says  St.  Paul 


was  converted  six  months  alter  mar- 
tyrdom of  Stephen,  383 

Hyrcanus,  last  of  family  of,  killed  by 
Herod,  315 

Hystaspes,  story  of,  in  Athenseus  (see 
Darius),  148 

Idanthirsus,  second  example  to  prove  the 
nearness  of  Astyages  and  Darius  as  to 
time,  178;  compelled  Cyaxares,  pre- 
decessor of  Astyages,  to  raise  siege, 
186 ;  penetrated  to  borders  of  Egypt 
in  days  of  Psammeticus,  186 
Iddo,  grandfi9ither   of  Zechariah,   came 

back  in  first  of  Coresch,  71 
Ideler,  Professor,  calculated  the  eclipses 
in  the  Astronomical  Canon,  194 ;  dates 
the  birth  of  our  Lord  b.c.  6,  p.  310 
Identifications,  wrong,  a  cause  of  con- 
j^sion  as  to  Captivity,  232 ;  of  Nabo- 
polassar  withNebuchadnezzar  the  First, 
one  example  of  the,  232 ;  of  Cyrus  of 
Herodotus,  with  Coresch  of  Scripture, 
great  cause  of  confusion,  232,  245  ; 
of  these,  has  caused  confusion  in  Per- 
sian, Grecian,  Egyptian,  Jewish,  and 
Roman  chronology,  233 ;  right,  will  be 
an  advance  towards  truth  in  reconstruc- 
tion of  history,  248  ;    of  Kai  Ka'oos 
and  Nebuchadnezzar  from  Persian  au- 
thorities and  Sir  Wm.  Ouseley,  249, 
250 ;     Ka'oos    with    Cambyses    and 
Khosrou  with  Cyrus  compared,  250; 
this  involves  a  transposition,  making 
Cyrus  successor  of  Cambyses,  250 ; 
must  either  be  error  in,  or  in  the  his- 
tories, 250 
Ilvarodamus,  king  of  Babylon,  said  to 
have  reigned  two  years  by  Astronomical 
Canon,  268 
Image,  golden,  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  when 
set  up,  100, 269 ;  after  dream,  and  not 
long  after,  set  up,  reasons  for,  101 ; 
said  by  Lightfoot  to  have  been  dedi- 
cated to  the  sun,  114 ;   supposed  by 
Jerome  to  have  been  image  of  king 
himself,  114 ;  this  setting  up  of,  sup- 
posed an  idea  of  his  universal  mo- 
narchy, in  opposition  to  the  mere  head 
of  gold  in  image  of  his  dream,  114 ; 
being  set  up  as  statue  of  himself,  a 
Persian   custom,  114;   history  of,  il- 
lustrated by  Merkhond's  statements  as 
to  Jemsheed,  1 14  ;  setting  up  of,  partly 
religious  and  partly  political,  116  ;  de- 
dicated to  sun,  inferred  from  penalty 
of  fire  against  those  who  refused  to 
worship  it,    116;    dedicated  to  pro- 
pitiate the  sun  against  Daniel's  inter- 
pretation of  dream,  116 ;  kind  of  per- 
sonification   of  Nebuchadnezzar,   de- 
noting his  divine  right,  116 ;  governors 
summoned  to  worship,  reason  of,  117 ; 
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various  argaments  from,  lead  to  the 
•  fact  that  Nebuchadnezzar  was  a  Persian, 
117  ;  set  up  b.c.  494,  p.  284 

Inarus,  a  Lybian  king,  son  of  Psam- 
meticus,  187 

Indignation  (see  Jerusalem,  Desolations, 
Captivity,  Temple) 

lufsmts  brought  to  our  Lord,  mentioned 
in  three  Gospels,  372 

Inscriptions  on  bricks  at  Babylon  dis- 
covered by  Grotefend  (see  Grotefend), 
124  ;  discovery  from,  as  to  vernacular 
language^  of  Persia,  125  ;  on  bricks  of 
Babylon,  containing  prayer  formularies 
similar  to  those  in  Zend  books,  125 

Interpretations  of  seventy  weeks  of  Da- 
niel, abstract  of  several,  423,  432  ; 
not  affected  by  obscurity,  but  plamness 
of  language,  433 

Interregnum  between  Amaziah  and  Uz- 
ziah,  supposed  by  Lightfoot  and  Hales, 
13 ;  same  disproved  by  five  reasons, 
14, 15  ;  not  in  Israel  any  more  than  in 
Judah,  four  reasons  for  this,  15,  16; 
annotations  of  assembly  on,  disprove 
both,  16,  17 ;  supposition  of,  extends 
improbably  Hosea^s  prophetic  minis- 
trations, 16  ;  neither  one  or  other  ad- 
mitted by  Josephus,  note,  19 ;  of  three 
months  between  Jeconiah  and  Zede- 
kiah,  32 

Iphitus  andLycurgus  established  Olympic 
games,  274 

Irak- Aj em,  Bakht-nassar  appointed  king 
over,  by  Lohorasp,  157,  182 

Iranian  monarchy,  three  grand  divisions 
of,  how  supposed  to  be  traced,  164  b 

Isaiah,  prophecies  in,  concerning  Baby- 
lon, how  applied  by  Dr.  Keitii,  292, 
302 

Isaiah,  vii.,  prophecy  of,  suppressed  by 
Josephus,  why,  341 ;  interpretation  of, 
by  Barnes,  four  particulars  of,  343 ; 
interpretation  of,  proposed  by  author, 
removes  difficulties  supposed  to  beset 
its  application  to  Messiah,  344,  345 

IsarincHnus,  both  copies  of  Astronomical 
Canon  agree  to  the  reign  of,  and  differ 
afterwards,  196,  199 ;  called  Asorda- 
nius,  or  Assaradinus,  by  Polyhistor, 
200,  201 ;  identified  with  Esarhaddon, 
son  of  Sennacherib,  201,  206 ;  reign  of, 
is  the  point  where  the  canon  impinges 
against  Scripture  chronology,  201 ;  reign 
of,  over  Babylon,  commenced  in  nine- 
teenth of  Hezekiah,  207, 216;  or  Esar- 
haddon identified  with  Sardanapalus, 
215;  authorities  identifying,  Heeren, 
Volney,  Mar  Ibla8,Whiston,  Kalinsky, 
215;  identification  of,  with  Nabopo- 
lassar,  examined  by  chronology,  216, 
273 ;  disagreement  between  Polyhistor 
and  Canon,  regarding,  217 


Isidore  ascribes  thirty-four  years  to  reign 
of  Darius  Hystaspes,  279 

Israel,  kings  of,  dates  commencing  reigns, 
not  regular,  why,  9  ;  kings  of,  tabular 
view  of  dates  and  reigns  of,  10-19; 
house  of,  the  appellation  not  limited  to 
ten  tribes,  21 ;  entire  departure  of,  not 
till  revolt  of  Rehoboam,  22  ;  Isai.  xlv. 
14,  will  be  fulfilled  by  Sabseans  falling 
down  before,  294 

Jackson  reckons  seventy  years  from  first 
of  Nebuchadnezzar,  44  ;  says  that  the 
Cuthites  were  Persians,  112  ;  error  of, 
as  to  festival  of  the  Sacea,  and  how 
originating,  113 

Jackson  and  Rosellini  reject  Ameres 
from  twenty-sixth  dynasty  of  Eg3rpt, 
211 ;  argues  from  Ptolemy's  Almagest, 
that  Chaldsean  and  Egyptian  year  were 
different,  220 

Jadua,  third  high-priest  recorded  after 
Eliashib  (see  Eliasib),  77  ;  high-priest 
in  reign  of  Darius  the  Persian,  or  Co- 
domanus,  met  Alexander  the  Great,  89; 
brother  of,  named  Manasses,  was  son- 
in-law  of  Sanballat,  89 

Jahn,  departs  from  testimony  of  He- 
rodotus, Strabo,  and  others,  82 

Jamblicus  says  Pythagoras  esteemed  the 
cock  dedicated  to  the  sun,  112 

Jarchi  interprets  an  expression  of  Ezekiel, 
xl.  1,  p.  32 ;  agrees  with  author  as  to 
thirtieth  year,  Ezek.  1.  1,  p.  35; 
reckons  seventy  years  from  first  of 
Nebuchadnezzar,  44 ;  in  Bomberg's 
Bible  shews  that  Mordecai  went  into 
captivity,  61 

Jeconiah  taken  captive  in  Nebuchad- 
nezzar's eighth  year,  31 ;  in  captivity 
of,  God's  indignation  not  shewn,  47 ; 
imprisonment  of,  in  thirty-first  year  of 
his  captivity,  was  about  the  time  Ho- 
lophemes  was  slain,  242 ;  thirty-seventh 
year  of  his  captivity  was  forty -fifth  of 
Chaldaean  monarchy,  273;  ceased  to 
reign  b.c.  504  (see  table  of  Captivity), 
283;  fifth  year  of  captivity  of,  thirtie^ 
from  Jubilee,  283 

Jehu,  Eusebius  states  that  Lycurgus  was 
contemporary  with,  274 

Jemsheed,  to  be  identified  by  author,  114 ; 
a  passage  in  Merkhond  concerning,  il- 
lustrates history  of,  114  ;  era  of,  de- 
termined, as  contemporary  with  Tliales 
and  Pythagoras,  114  ;  Persepolis  called 
throne  of,  or  Tekhti  Jemsheed,  by 
Persians,  115 ;  could  not  have  been 
before  Cyrus,  said  by  Howes  to  be  the 
elder  Cambyses,  115  ;  facts  concerning, 
appear  to  identify  him  with  Nebuchad- 
nezzar, 115;  identity  of,  with  Nebu- 
chadnezzar, geographical  objection  as 
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to,  met  and  answeredy  116;  introduc- 
tion of  signet  rings  attributed  to,  125  ; 
accounts  of,  found  in  Persian  his- 
torians, various,  153  ;  and  Kai  Ka'oos, 
both  identified  with  Nebuchadnezzar, 
250,  note ;  identified  with  Nebuchad- 
nezzar the  Second,  was  son  of  Arphaxad, 
272 

Jengiz  Khan,  anecdote  of,  163 

Jeremiah,  predicted  invasion  of  Judea, 
seven  particulars  of,  102 ;  prediction 
of  conquest  of  Egypt  by  Nebuchad- 
nezzar, examined,  135 ;  prophecy  of, 
chap.  iv.  41,  reconciled  with  idea  of 
Nebuchadnezzar  being  a  Persian  mo- 
narch, 142,  143 

Jeroboam,  king  of  Israel,  reign  of,  com- 
pared with  that  of  Asa  as  to  time,  9 

Jerome  and  Theodoret  held  opinion  of 
author  on  Jubilean  year,  35  ;  held  the 
seven  conspirators  to  be  Magi,  pro- 
bably correctly,  86 

Jerusalem,  six  overthrows  of,  probably 
alluded  to  Ezekiel,  ix.  p.  23  ;  destruc- 
tion by  Titus,  probable  fulfilment  of 
forty  years  of  Ezekiel,  23  ;  desolation 
of  (see  Desolation)  ;  command  to  build, 
given  by  Coresch,  54 ;  destruction  of 
determined,  seventh  of  Jeconiah's  cap- 
tivity, B.C.  497,  p.  283  ;  besieged,  and 
declaration  sanctuary  should  be  pro- 
faned, ninth  of  Zedekiah,  B.C.  495,  p. 
283;  when  taken,  B.C.  37,  185th 
Olympiad,  313 ;  St.  Paul's  several 
visits  to,  383-^387  ;  desolation  of, 
spoken  of  by  our  Lord,  fulfilment  of 
prophecy,  406 ;  could  not  be  destroyed 
till  Christians  removed  from,  406 ; 
Christians  retreated  from,  in  obedience 
to  our  Lord's  word,  a.d.  66,  p.  407  ; 
prophecy,  concerning  city  and  temple, 
exactly  fulfilled,  414  ;  decree  of  build- 
ing, and  desolation  of,  420 

Jews,  name  of,  applied  more  exclusively 
to  Israelites  after  captivity,  23  ;  great 
defection  of,  after  captivity,  was  reject- 
ing and  crucifying  the  Lord  Jesus,  23  ; 
ejected  from  land  because  it  did  not 
enjoy  its  Sabbaths,  42 ;  reckoned 
seventy  years  from  first  of  Nebuchad- 
nezzar, 44  ;  three  miraculous  deliver- 
ance of,  from  the  fiery  furnace,  effects 
of,  117  ;  some  of,  went  to  Babylon  and 
some  to  Egypt  in  nineteenth  of  Nebu- 
chadnezzar, 121  ;  captivity,  seventy 
years  of,  was  under  the  Persian  domi- 
nion, 126  ;  said  by  Justin  to  have 
been  first  led  captive  by  Xerxes,  126  ; 
captivity  of,  took  place  under  Loho- 
rasp,  restoration  under  Gushtasp,  157  ; 
said  to  be  led  captive  by  El  Bakht- 
nassar  in  El  Mas'udi's  Encyclopaedia, 
157  ;  Chronology  of,  confused  by  iden- 


tification of  Cyrus  of  Herodotus  with 
Coresh,  233  (seeBakhtanasar) ;  banish- 
ment of,  from  Rome,  date  of,  387  ; 
restrained  from  apostasy  for  seventy 
weeks,  405  ;  given  up  at  expiration  of 
that  time,  406 

Joash,  from  thirty-eighth  of,  to  end  of 
Zedekiah,  or  29th  of  Darius,  254  years 
(see  Chronology),  275 

Joiakim  the  priest  died  in  the  twelfth  of 
Artaxerxes  (and  events  after  twelfth  of 
Ahasuerus  are  mentioned  in  the  book 
of  Esther),  therefore  Ahasuerus  must 
have  been  before  Artaxerxes,  242 

Joiakim  the  king,  said  by  Philo,  to  be 
called  Neri,  or  the  lamp  of  David,  234  ; 
fourth,  and  first  of  Nebuchadnezzar, 
B.C.  511  (see  table  of  captivity),  31, 
206,  282 ;  relation  of  lus  acts  and 
reign  in  reference  to  Nebuchadnezzar, 
28,  31 ;  in  fourth  year  of,  Nebuchad- 
nezzar overthrew  Pharaoh  Necho  (see 
Nebuchadnezzar),  91  ;  from  captivity 
to  desolation,  eleven  years,  234 

Johnston,  interpretation  of,  seventy  weeks 
of  Daniel,  426  ;  also  cited,  431,  433 

Jona,  R.  says  that  *'  Reed's"  Jeremiah  li. 
32,  should  be  translated  forts,  306 ; 
Gataker  says,  he  interprets  it  by  deriv- 
ing it  from  the  Arabic,  note,  306 ; 
Septuagint  countenances  translation  of, 
306 ;  this  translation  of,  corresponds 
with  ver.  58,  p.  306 

Jonathan,  opinion  of,  on  Jubilean  year, 
same  as  author's,  35 

Jones,  Sir  William,  says  Cambyses  is 
not  a  Persian  name,  195,  229;  says  it  is 
more  probable  a  title  than  a  name,  251 

Jomandes  says  that  Darius,  not  Cyrus, 
demanded  Tomyris  in  marriage,  184  ; 
list  of  Median  kings  taken  from,  239  ; 
furnishes  indirect  support  to  fragment 
of  Megasthenes  as  to  death  of  Darius, 
239  ;  speaks  of  Darius  as  son  of  Asty- 
ages,  perhaps  intending  Cyaxares,  275 

Josephus  proves  Israelites  more  exclu- 
sively called  Jews  after  captivity,  23  ; 
states  captivity  in  twenty-third  of  Ne- 
buchadnezzar to  have  been  of  Jews, 
who  had  fled  to  Egypt,  33 ;  shews 
Jubilee  to  have  been  tie  fiftieth  year, 
note,  39 ;  cited  as  authority  that 
temple  was  built  by  Herod,  errone- 
ously, and  why,  74,  75  ;  shews  that 
Jaddua,  high-priest,  in  reign  of  Darius 
Persian,  met  Alexander  the  Great,  89 ; 
that  Manasses,  his  brother,  married 
daughter  of  Sanballat,  89 ;  says  that 
Diodes  mentions  Nebuchadnezzar  in 
his  accounts  of  Persia,  125  ;  quotes 
Hecatseus  to  shew  that  the  Persians 
carried  the  Jews  captive,  126  ;  throws 
light  on  a  passage  in   parallelism  of 
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kings,  161  ;  professing  to  quote  Be- 
rossus,  calls  in  one  place  Basalos- 
sorus  Nabopolassar,  214,  216 ;  says 
temple  was  laid  desolate  in  eighteenth 
of  Nebuchadnezzar,  so  continued  fifty 
years,  262 ;  confirms  his  statement 
from  Tyrian  annals,  262 ;  own  state- 
ment compared  with  Scripture,  263 ; 
caUs  Darius  Hystaspes  son  of  Asty- 
ages,  276 ;  impossible  to  be  recon- 
ciled with  St.  Luke,  309  ;  dates  in,  as 
to  times  of  Herod,  inconsistent  with 
each  other,  309 ;  dates  obtained  by 
inference  from,  agree  with  letter  of 
St.  Luke,  310 ;  dates  of,  several  given, 
inconsistent  with  these,  311 ;  intends 
we  should  receive  death  of  Herod  three 
years  before  vulgar  era,  311  ;  if  death 
of  Herod  was  later  than  he  allows, 
must  have  shortened  chronology,  312  ; 
dates  of,  that  agree  with  those  of  St. 
Luke,  to  be  received,  312 ;  examina- 
tion of,  from  death  of  sons  of  Babas, 
to  building  temple,  315  ;  various  state- 
ments concerning  acts  of  Herod  by, 
considered  as  to  dates,  315-318  ;  error 
in  date,  author  thinks,  from  eighteenth 
to  twenty-eighth  year  of  Herod,  318  ; 
difference  of  date  given  by,  in  war  and 
antiquities,  318  ;  history  of  war  and 
antiquities  compared,  former  more 
authentic,  318  ;  crowds  events  in  He- 
rod's reign  in  much  too  short  space  of 
time,  318  ;  extracts  from  war  and  an- 
tiquities of,  concerning  Herod,  318- 
326 ;  suppresses  generally  dates  of 
latter  events  of  Herod's  reign,  325, 
326 ;  suppression  of  dates  by,  very 
suspicious,  325,  326;  comparison  of 
dates  from,  places  death  of  Herod 
A.D.  7,  and  this  agrees  with  those 
dates  that  accord  with  St.  Luke  (see 
Herod),  326  ;  makes  it  probable  there 
was  census  in  days  of  Herod  the  Great, 
328  ;  plainly  intimates  that  tax  was 
paid  and  allegiance  sworn,  329 ;  sus- 
picious that  he  mentions  important 
event  so  slightly,  329 ;  it  seems  pro- 
bable from,  there  was  but  one  census 
by  Cy renins,  329  ;  three  things  dedu- 
cible  from  history  of ;  Ist,  there  was  a 
census  in  reign  of  Herod ;  2d,  was  but 
one  by  Cy renins  ;  3d,  that  one  was  in 
time  of  Herod,  328,  330,  335  ;  admis- 
sion as  to  Joazar,  proves  it,  designedly 
suppresses  facts  as  to  rebellion  of 
Judas,  but  admits  its  existence  in  the 
days  of  the  taxing,  statements  of,  irre- 
concilable, if  taxing  was  after  Arche- 
laus,  330,  333 ;  passage  of,  evidently 
altered — inconsistency  betrayed — two 
sets  of  dates  shewn  inconsistent  with 
each  other,   one  by  inference  agrees 


with  St.  Luke,  dates  directly  given 
shorten  reign  of  Herod,  and  disagree 
with  it,  333,  334  ;  history  of,  dates 
and  facts  by  inference  from,  in  favour 
of  long  reign  of  Herod,  more  probable 
than  dates  directly  given  in  favour  of 
shorter,  Baronius  right  in  sa3ring  sup- 
pressed nine  years  in  reign  of  Herod, 
335 ;  various  extracts  from  proving 
inconsistencies  and  errors  of,  as  to 
death  of  Philip,  and  beheading  of  John 
the  Baptist,  336-338  ;  latent  dates  and 
prominent  dates  of  reign  of  Herod, 
former  more  probable,  even  from  his 
own  history,  agree  with  gospel  nar- 
ratives, latter  differ  from  it,  340 ; 
animus  of,  with  regard  to  Christianity, 
spurious  passage,  suppression  of  Isai. 
vii.  fabulous  story  introduced,  why 
suppresses  truth.  Brown  and  Niebuhr 
think  him  an  accomplished  rogue,  341 ; 
suppresses  massacre  of  Bethlehem, 
could  not  be  ignorant  of  it,  342  ;  must 
have  reason  for  suppressing  it,  dating 
death  of  Herod  before  taxing,  342 ; 
gives  the  dismissal  of  Pilate  by  Vitel- 

.    Uus  differently  in  two  places,  387 

Joshua,  high-priest,  mentioned  by  Philo, 
as  going  with  Zerubbabel  to  Jerusalem, 
235  ;  said  to  have  recommended  build- 
ing temple  in  first  year  of  Darius,  236 

Jubilees  justify  author  in  correcting 
reign  of  Amon,  25  ;  Sabbatical  years 
harmonised  by  author's  scheme,  26 ; 
Ezekiel's  thirty  years.  Chap.  i.  1, 
dated  from  preceding,  35  ;  date  of  this 
year  from,  corroborated  by  Ezekiel, 
xl.  1,  p.  35  ;  year  of,  appropriately 
ushered  in  by  prophet's  vision,  36; 
year  of,  dependent  on  the  Sabbatical 
revolutions,  38  ;  year  of,  was  always 
the  fiftieth,  commenced  in  Tizri,  39, 
40 ;  one  commenced  in  Tizri,  four- 
teenth year  of  Hezekiah,  43 

Jubilee,  years  of  commence  middle  of 
September  (see  table  of),  282 ;  thir- 
tieth year  from,  fifth  year  of  Jeconiah's 
captivity,  283 

Juchasin  calls  Nebuchadnezzar  son  of 
Nebuchadnezzar,  214 

Judas,  the  Galilean,  and  his  followers, 
facts  suppressed  concerning,  by  Jose- 
phus,  to  suit  his  story  of  the  taxing 
by  Cy  renins,  perversions  thereon,  331, 
332 

Judith,  history  of,  under  Nebuchadnez- 
zar the  Second,  or  Cambyses,  126, 127; 
said  by  Afiricanus  and  Julius  Pollux 
to  have  killed  Nebuchadnezzar,  caUed 
Cambyses,  127,244 ;  history  of  doubted, 
from  its  unsuitableness  to  received 
opinions,  127 ;  1st,  it  relates  to  a  Per- 
sian monarch ;  2d,  corresponds  with 
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time  of  Cambyses  in  Persian  history ; 
Zdf  with  limes  of  Nebuchadnezzar  in 
Jewish  history,  127  ;  history  of,  written 
by  Joshua,  tiie  high-priest,  236  ;  his- 
tory of,  occurred  before  the  building 
of  the  temple,  241 ;  testimony  of,  exa- 
mined, 271 

Julius  Pollux  limits  Nebuchadnezzar's 
derangement  to  twenty-one  months, 
94 

Junius  thinks  temple  was  built  in  reign 
of  Darius  Nothus,  and  why,  80 ;  opi- 
nion of,  and  of  Scaliger  as  to  Arta- 
xerxes  Mnemon,  and  why,  80,  81 ; 
gives  second  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  Dan. 
ii.  1,  as  twelfth  of  his  reign,  99 

JupitcTf  worshipped  by  Persians,  under 
name  of  Bel,  112 

Justin,  not  so  wrong  in  saying  Xerxes 
first  led  tiie  Jews  captive,  126 ;  fur- 
nishes indirect  support  to  Megasthenes 
as  to  death  of  Darius,  239 

Kai,  title  of  kings  of  province  of  Dilem 
in  Persia,  154 ;  title  of,  descended  to 
kings  of  Persian  dynasty,  called  Kai- 
anian,  149,  154  ;  signr&es  grand  or 
great,  in  the  Pehlevi  language,  154 

Kai  Ka*oo8,  second  king  of  Kaianian 
dynasty,  called  Nimrod  or  Immortal, 
149-154,  248 ;  collection,  relative  to, 
from  Sir  William  Ouseley,  248,  249  ; 
identified  by  these  with  Nebuchad- 
nezzar, 248,  249 ;  built  two  observa- 
tories, one  at  Babylon,  and  one  on 
subsequent  site  of  Bagdad,  248,  249  ; 
is  said  to  have  been  a  Mage,  and  to 
have  first  established  fire-worship,  250; 
history  of,  in  this,  corresponds  with 
that  of  Nebuchadnezzar  and  Zoroas- 
ter, 250 ;  and  Jemsheed,  both  iden- 
tified with  Nebuchadnezzar  (see  Ne- 
buchadnezzar), note,  250 ;  confusions 
and  anachronisms  from,  being  con- 
founded with  Nimrod,  250 

Kai  Khasrou,  third  king  of  Kaianian 
djmasty,  grandson  of  Karoos,  when 
bom,  committed  to  shepherds,  155  ; 
Pythagoras  and  Lokman  (i.  e.  ^sop), 
contemporaneous  with,  155  ;  parallel 
between,  and  Cyrus  the  Great,  by  Sir 
James  Malcolm,  155 ;  successor  of 
Karoos,  identified  with  Cyrus,  250 ; 
while  his  predecessor  Ka'oos  is  iden- 
tified with  Cambyses  or  Nebuchad- 
nezzar, involves  transposition  of  per* 
sons  and  error,  either  in  the  histories 
or  identifications,  250 ;  maternal  grand- 
son of  Afrasiab,  corresponding  with 
Cyrus  and  Astyages,  254 

Kai  Kobad,  first  king  of  Kaianian  dy- 
nasty, 149, 154,  254  ;  was  predecessor 
of  Karoos  or  Cambyses,  254 ;    first 


monarch  of  that  dynasty  who  obtained 
power  over  world,  254  ;  character  of, 
by  Merkhond,  254  ;  is  the  true  Cyrus 
the  Great,  or  Nebuchadnezzar  the 
First,  254  ;  history  of,  with  Afrasiab, 
corresponds  with  that  of  Cyrus  and 
Astyages,  254 

Kai  Omar's  order  of,  on  seeing  the  as- 
sassin of  his  son,  120 

Kaianian  dynasty,  Persian,  149,  154 

Kaye,  Bishop,  Clement  of  Alexandria, 
423 

Keith,  Dr.  his  work  considered  in  refe- 
rence to  prophecies  as  to  Babylon, 
292  ;  observations  of,  on  physical  con- 
dition of  Chaldsea,  excellent,  295 

Khallikan's  biographical  dictionary,  in- 
troduction to,  142 

Kimchi,  authority  of,  on  Jubilean  year, 
35  ;  dates  seventy  years  of  service 
from  first  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  44 

Kings  of  Persia,  synarchies  obtained 
among,  according  to  Herodotus,  8  ; 
order  of  succession  of,  proved  without 
profane  testimony,  77  ;  names  of,  in 
Scripture,  similar  to  those  in  profane 
history,  79 ;  Kaianian  dynasty,  detail 
of,  from  Persian  history,  149-161 ; 
parallel  columns  of,  from  Scripture, 
Herodotus  and  Merkhond,  161 ;  four 
different  lists  of,  agree  with  regular 
succession,  but  at  different  parts  of 
Canon,  245 

Kings  of  Judah,  when  their  reign  appears 
one  year  earlier  than  it  really  is,  9 ; 
marriages  of,  confirm  statements  of 
Talmud  (see Talmud),  72  ;  and  Israel, 
tabular  views  of  their  reigns,  10-14 

Kings  of  Israel,  confusion  as  to  dates  of 
their  reigns,  supposed  causes  of,  9 

Kings  of  Babylon,  list  of,  by  Maximus 
the    martyr,    cited    by  Volney,    83 ; 
other  lists  (see  Chronicle),  218,  237, 
238,  246 

Kings  of  Rome,  deposed  same  year  as 
death  of  Hipparchus,  177 ;  expelled 
same  year  as  Babylon  taken  by  Cyrus, 
282 

Kings  of  Medes,  lists  of,  237-239 

Kings  of  Egypt,  twenty-sixth  dynasty, 
209-212 

Kings,  individual,  spoken  of,  Daniel,  x. 
xii.  p.  436 ;  wilftil,  no  authority  in 
prophecy  for  saying,  denotes  a  system, 
436 

Kish,  pedigree  of  Mordecai,  traced  to, 

60 
Kishtasp  (see  Gushtasp) 
Kleuker    on    etymology    of   the    word 
Magus,  111 ;  editor  of  the  Zendavesta, 
statement  of,  as  to  Zoroaster,  117 
Kondemer  asserts  Nebuchadnezzar  to  be 
Gudarz,  130  ; .  opinion  of,  reconciled 
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with  other  Persian  historians,  130 ; 
makes  Jeremiah,  Daniel,  and  Esdras, 
contemporaries  with  Lohorasp,  157^ 

Korshid,  ''  splendour  of  the  sun/'  a 
name  adopted  by  Cyrus  the  Great, 
252 ;  abridged  by  Hebrews  to  Koresh, 
by  Greeks  called  Kuros,  by  Romans 
Cyrus,  252 

Kruger  has  reviyed  opinion  that  Xerxes 
died  B.C.  474,  p.  281,286 

Kombakht,  the  only  name  in  Persian 
history  at  all  resembling  Cambyses, 
229,  251 ;  it  belongs  to  a  Persian  king 
Nawser,  and  signifies  unfortunate,  229, 
251 ;  Cambyses  is  supposed  to  be  a 
corruption  of,  251 

Kur  river,  whence  Cyrus  supposed  to  be 
named,  131 

Kuresh,  a  son  of  Lohorasp,  to  whom 
Behmen  committed  the  goyemment  of 
Babel  (when  he  deposed  £akht-al- 
Naser's  son),  159, 307  ;  this,  no  doubt, 
the  Coresch  or  Cyrus  of  Scripture, 
160,  258 

Lab-Assar-Doch,  given  by  Megasthenes, 
as  twelfth  king  of  Babylon,  reign  six 
years,  237 

Laborosoarchod,  son  of  Neriglissoorus, 
who  killed  Evil-Merodach,  257 

Labynetus,  two  kings  of  Babylon,  so 
called,  according  to  Herodotus,  182 ; 
Nebuchadnezzar  proved  to  be  in  the 
third  generation  from  the  elder,  182  ; 
elder,  reason  why  assumed  to  be  Nebu- 
chadnezzar, 183  ;  name  of,  omitted  in 
Canon,  217 

Lactantius  affirms  that  Pythagoras  went 
from  Egypt  to  the  Persians,  viz.  at 
Babylon  (see  Pythagoras),  121 ;  cited, 
378 

Langius  cited,  354 

Language,  spoken  by  Chaldeeans  (see 
Aramite),  108,  109 ;  three  distinct, 
found  at  Persepolis  by  Price,  124  ; 
three  vernacular,  withm  Persian  em> 
pire,  124 ;  marks  the  division  of 
Darius's  kingdom,  Daniel,  vi.  1,  2,  p. 
164  B 

Laosthenes,  king  of  Assyria,  succeeded 
Eupalmeus,  reigned  forty-five  years, 
274 

Larcher,  calculation  of,  as  to  tyranny 
and  exile  of  the  Pisistratidse,  171 ; 
makes  thirty-six  years  between  over- 
throw of  Croesus  and  Marathon,  174 

Larcher  and  Laurent  think  Herodotus 
mentions  three  persons  named  Cam- 
byses, 251 

Lardner,  remarks  of,  on  Josephus  as  to 
census  by  Cyrenius,  329  ;  remarks  of, 
as  to  his  suppression  and  evasion  of 
truth,  342 ;  see  also,  308, 328, 331, 341 


Latitude  and  longitude  of  Babylon  and 
Jerusalem  compared,  102 ;  of  ancient 
land  of  Chaldeans,  as  believed  by 
author,  107  ;  of  49°  20',  acute  remarks 
on,  of  Volney,  determines  the  theatre 
of  Zoroaster's  labours,  133 

Lavater's  commentary  shews  that  Mor> 
decai  went  into  captivity,  61 

Layman,  who  has  written  on  seventy 
weeks  of  Daniel,  extracts  from,  68,  84 

Lebtarik,  according  to  Hales,  calls  Gu- 
darz  Kuresh  or  Cyrus,  130 

Lebtarikh,  author  of,  makes  Jeremiah 
contemporary  with  Lohorasp,  157 

Leonidas,  commanded  at  Thermopylae, 
referred  to,  179 

Leper,  healing  of,  remarks  on,  360 ;  allu- 
sions of  our  Lord,  probably  deduced 
from,  363 

Leprosy,  type  of  sin,  used  by  Isaiah  in 
his  own  case,  as  such,  360 

Levites,  lists  of,  and  priests,  who  came 
up  with  Zerubbabel  in  first  of  Coresch, 
69 ;  evidence  from  list  of,  who  sealed 
the  covenant  in  twentieth  of  Arta- 
xerxes,  71 ;  recorded  for  three  suc- 
cessions after  the  twentieth  of  Arta- 
xerxes,  77 

Levitical  law,  illustrated  by  chap.  ix. 
24,  of  Daniel,  p.  408 

Lightfoot,  supposes  interregnum  between 
Amaziah  and  Uzziah,  13 ;  tortures 
collateral  dates  into  adjustment  (see 
Interregnum),  14  ;  cited,  378 

List  of  Priests  and  Levites  who  went  up 
with  Zerubbabel  in  first  of  Coresch, 
69 ;  supply  evidence,  that  from  first  of 
Coresch  to  twentieth  of  Artaxerxes, 
was  within  average  length  of  life,  71 ; 
of  kings,  identified  by  author  from 
Scripture,  Herodotus  and  Merkhond, 
161 

Literature,  Persian  and  Grecian,  com- 
pared, 146 

Livelie,  chronology  of,  Darius  was  son 
of  Esther,  asserted  in  note,  78  ;  extract 
from  TertuUian  in,  shewing  the  place 
of  Darius  Nothus  in  Persian  history, 
88 ;  extract  from  Sevenis  Sulpitius, 
proving  Darius  Nothus  to  be  the 
Darius  of  Ezra,  Haggai,  and  Zacha- 
riah,  78 ;  interpretation  of  seventy 
weeks  of  Daniel,  432  ;  cited,  425 

Lloyd,  Bishop,  430,  433  ;  interpretation 
of  seventy  weeks  of  Daniel,  430 

Lohorasp,  148  ;  successor  to  Khosrau, 
fourth  king  of  Kaianian  dynasty,  149, 
156  ;  made  Bakhtnassar  an  independ- 
ent king,  157,  181  ;  captivity  of  Jews 
took  place  under,  according  to  Tabari, 
157 ;  had  two  sons,  Gushtasp  and 
Zereer,  Gushtasp  rebelled  (see  Gush- 
tasp) 148,  157  ;  Jeremiah,  Daniel,  and 
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Esdraa,  coDtemporaneous  with,  accord- 
ing to  Khondemir,  157 ;  Jeremiah, 
contemporary  witii,  according  to  Leb- 
tarikh,  157  ;  Daniel,  also,  according 
to  the  Tarikh  Montekheb,  157  ;  in- 
structed by  Daniel,  some  say  he  for- 
sook Magism,  157  ;  confidently  iden- 
tified with  Darius  Hystaspes,  158,  181, 
258  ;  fixed  his  abode  at  Balldi  for  fear 
of  Sulaiman,  164 ;  father  of  Kuresh, 
say  Persian  historians  (see  Darius 
Hystaspes),  258 

Longimanus,  name  given  to  Artaxerxes, 
from  extent  of  his  empire,  159,  160 ; 
Megasthenes  calls  Darius,  son  of  Ar- 
taxerxes Ahasuerus,  238 ;  Septuagint 
calls  Darius  the  Mede,  and  Philo  as- 
serts this,  240,  241;  Strabo  calls 
Darius,  and  says  he  settled  the  tri- 
bute, 241 ;  these  documents  attribute 
to,  what  is  commonly  attributed  to 
Xerxes,  241 

Lord  Jesus  Christ,  date  of  his  birth  con- 
sidered, 308 ;  must  have  been  two 
years  before  death  of  Herod,  shewn 
by  inference  from  Josephus,  311  ; 
arrangement  of  events  as  to  the  birth  of, 
how  misunderstood,  349 ;  was  in  his 
second  year  at  time  of  visits  of  Magi, 
not  as  is  supposed  while  still  at  Be&- 
lehem,  349 ;  remained  with  Mary  at 
Bethlehem  forty  days,  went  from  Jeru- 
salem to  Nazareth,  visit  of  Magi,  pro- 
bably there,  reasons  for  this  opinion, 
350  ;  commencement  of  ministry  of, 
in  reference  to  John  Baptist,  352 ; 
can  learn  from  gospels  that  ministry 
of,  not  less  than  three  years,  354  ; 
Whiston  and  Sir  I.  Newton  make 
ministry  last  five  passovers,  354  ;  po- 
sitive and  inferential  indications  of  time 
as  to  ministry  of^  355  ;  indications  as 
to,  from  feasts,  seasons,  time,  place, 
&c.  355  ;  commencement  of  ministry 
among  Gentiles,  where  distinctly  mark- 
ed, 357  ;  visits  to,  and  sojourn  at, 
Nazareth  and  Capernaum,  357,  358  ; 
Deity  of,  how  seen,  and  confessed  by 
St.  Peter  and  Leper,  360,  361  ;  where 
he  was  when  he  sent  the  mission  of 
twelve,  considered,  363  ;  why  forbade 
the  blind  man  to  go  into  Bethsaida, 
364  ;  preaching  throughout  all  Galilee 
considered,  366 ;  answers  to  subtle 
questions  of  Pharisees,  367  ;  after  feast 
of  dedication,  went  beyond  Jordan, 
370 ;  sojourn  of,  at  Ephraim,  some 
time  after,  recorded,  370  ;  journey  to 
Bethabara,  and  abode  there,  reasoning 
on,  371 ;  another  year  added  to  minis- 
try of,  reasons  for,  371 ;  turning  point 
in  history  of  transfiguration,  372 ; 
journeying  before  last  passover  con- 


sidered, 373-375  ;  discourses  of,  pre- 
served entire  by  St.  Matthew,  376 ; 
pathetic  apostrophe  to  Jerusalem,  377 ; 
difficulty,  and  various  opinions  con- 
cerning this,  378, 379 ;  journeys  of,  in 
Luke  and  John,  how  harmonised,  380; 
arrangement  from  commencement  of 
ministry  to  crucifixion,  380,  381 ;  was 
crucified,  according  to  this,  at  fifth 
passover,  381 ;  another  arrangement 
by  transposing  sermon  on  Mount,  381, 
382  ;  by  this,  was  crucified  at  fourth 
passover,  this  most  probable,  as  autiior 
thinks,  382 ;  crucifixion  of,  not  to  be 
considered  later  than  a.d.  36,  p.  387  ; 
several  uncertainties  and  theories  as 
to  date  of  birth  and  crucifixion, 
388  ;  notion  of  antients  that  ministry 
lasted  but  one  year,  rejected,  388;  cru- 
cifixion generally  placed  earlier  than 
A.D.  36,  yet  some  place  it  later,  388  ; 
several  writers  bring  birth  of,  from 
eight  to  eleven  years  later  than  vulgar 
era,  388,  389 

Lorsbach's  Archives  of  Biblical  litera- 
ture, cited  by  RosenmuUer,  109 

Lucian  and  Cicero,  testimony  of,  as  to  want 
of  authenticity  in  Greek  historians,  191 

Luke,  St.  testimony  of,  how  evaded 
various  interpretations,  308 ;  impos- 
sible to  reconcile  with  Josephus,  rea- 
sons why,  308,  309  ;  gospel  of,  made 
basis  of  harmony,  by  Pilkington  and 
Greswell,  356 ;  undesigned  coinci- 
dences between,  and  St.  Matthew, 
356  ;  not  to  be  undeviatingly  followed 
as  to  harmony,  357 ;  instances  of 
transposition  in,  and  St.  Matthew, 
359 ;  healing  of  leper  and  draught  of 
fishes,  why  grouped  together  in,  360  ; 
whether  chap.  vi.  20-49,  is  same  as 
Matthew,  v.  vi.  vii.  361  ;  compared 
with  Matthew,  in  raising  Jairus's  daugh- 
ter, 362 ;  compared  with  Matthew  in 
cure  of  dumb  man,  mission  of  twelve, 
362, 363;  what  intended  by  expression, 
second  first  sabbath,  ch.  vi.  1,  consi- 
dered, 366,  367 ;  reasons  why  told  as 
the  precise  day,  368  ;  point  which  co- 
incides with  all  other  Gospels,  369; 
transpositions  in  Gospel  of,  where,  con- 
sidered, 372;  events  in,  not  chrono- 
logically arranged  as  in  St.  Matthew, 
376 ;  has  given  detached  portions  of 
discourses  preserved  entire  by  St.  Mat- 
thew, 376 ;  two  instances  in  which 
chronological  order  of  St.  Matthew 
better  than,  377 

Lycurgus  and  Iphitus  established  Olympic 
games,  274 ;  was  contemporary  with 
Jehu,  according  to  Eusebius,  274 

Lydiat  and  Baronius  gave  date  of  death 
of  Herod,  j.p.  4719,  p.  310 
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Lyra  asserts,  in  his  Commentary,  that 

Mordecai  went  into  captivity,  61 
Lyranus,  386 

Maccabees,  second  book  of,  says,  **  Our 
fathers  were  led  captive  into  Persia,'^ 
126 

Macknight  thinks  John's  ministry  lasted 
several  years,  note,  353 ;  says  the 
Evangelists  do  not  mention  our  Lord 
at  Chorazin,  note,  354 ;  makes  Mat- 
thew's Gospel  basis  of  harmony,  356, 
359 

Magee,  Archbishop,  author  agrees  with, 
as  to  decree  of  Cyrus,  412 ;  long  en- 
gaged in  study  of  seventy  weeks  of 
Daniel,  427 ;  dates  adopted  by,  and 
paraphrase  of  prophecy,  428,  429 ; 
system  adopted  by,  perplexed  and 
complicated,  429 ;  see  also  418, 433 

Magi,  probable  reason  of  Nebuchadnez- 
zar's conduct  to,  100 

Magi,  visit  of,  to  our  Lord  considered, 
who  they  were,  350 

Mahmoud,  Sultan,  story  of,  164 

Mai,  Cardinal,  list  of  Assyrian  kings, 
from  second  book  of  Eusebius,  pub- 
lished by,  215 

Maimonides,  tradition  of  the  Gaonim, 
preserved  by,  36 

Malachi,  Prophet,  died,  according  to  short 
Hebrew  chronicle,  in  fifty-second  year 
of  Medes  and  Persians,  242 

Malcolm,  Sir  James,  parallel  by,  between 
Cyrus  and  KhosroU)  155,  156 

Mandane,  daughter  of  Astyages,  married 
Cambyses,  140 

Manetho,  Tirhakah  to  be  identified  with 
Teracos  of,  206,  208 ;  different  copies 
of  dynasties  of,  compared  with  the 
Canon  and  Scripture,  213 ;  difference 
between,  and  Canon,  of  seventy-eight 
years,  213 ;  concord  between  dynasties 
of,  and  Astronomical  Canon  singular 
(see  Dynasties),  226 ;  shews  that 
Amyrtseus  established  independence  of 
Egypt  after  death  of  Darius  Nothus, 
265 

Mann,  349 

Marathon,  date  of  battle  of,  as  compared 
with  tyranny  of  Pisistratidse,  173; 
affords  a  means  of  testing  the  chrono- 
logy of  Herodotus,  174;  space  be- 
tween, and  overthrow  of  Croesus, 
opinions  on,  173,  174 ;  twenty  years 
from  expulsion  of  Hippias,  not  al- 
lowed by  Herodotus,  176;  later  than 
death  of  Brutus,  sixteen  years,  177 ; 
sixteen  years  from  death  of  Hipparchus 
(see  Hipparchus),  177 ;  from  end  of 
reign  of  Croesus  to,  according  to  Greek 
dates,  nineteen  years,  177  ;  from  same 
to  same,  according  to  Asiatic  dates. 


sixty-five  years,  177;  fought  in  thirty- 
second  of  Darius  (see  Croesus),  178 ; 
shortly  after  battle  of,  Darius  was 
slain,  271,  280 

Marcellus,  jealous  of  Agrippa,  who  went 
to  Syria,  note,  320;  theatre  of,  de- 
dicated before  the  return  of  Agrippa, 
note,  320 ;  died  B.C.  21,  after  which 
Agrippa  was  sent  for  to  marry  Julia, 
320 

Mardoc-Empadus,  reign  of,  marked  by 
an  eclipse  in  Canon  of  Ptolemy,  193, 
196, 197;  corresponds  with  Merodach- 
Baladin  in  Ecclesiastical  Canon,  198 ; 
disproved  to  be  Marodach-Baladin, 
199 ;  error  of  two  years  between  first 
of,  and  fifth  of  Nabopolassar,  in  Canon 
of  Syncellus,  205 ;  three  eclipses  in 
first  and  second  year  of,  221 

Mar  Iblas,  testimony  of,  cited  by  Volney, 
to  prove  that  Sardanapalus  was  Ezar- 
haddon,  215 

Mark,  St.,  comparison  of  passages  in, 
with  St.  Luke  and  St.  Matthew,  361 ; 
ditto  as  to  passage  to  Gradarenes, 
362-364 ;  important  point  in,  as  to 
harmony,  369 ;  harmony  of,  with  other 
Grospels,  from  chap.  vi.  to  x.  p.  379 

Marshall,  interpretation  of  seventy  weeks 
of  Daniel,  430 ;  see  also  418,  431,  433 

Marsham,  Sir  John,  supposes  Evil-Me- 
rodach  to  be  Belshazzar,  257 ;  inter- 
pretation of  seventy  weeks  of  Daniel, 
432 

Martin  and  Cirbied  say  that  Astyages 
left  two  sons,  Darius  and  Cyaxares, 
276 ;  say  that  Cyrus  and  Tygranes 
appointed  Darius  king  over  Assyria 
and  Babylon,  276 

Masson,  Jean,  follows  Dion  Cassius,  347 

Masybiel,  son  of  Jehoiakim,  with  sur- 
name Salathiel  or  Shealtiel,  235 

Matthew,  St.,  Sir  Isaac  Newton  and  Mac- 
knight make  basis  of  harmony,  356 ; 
undesigned  coincidences  between,  and 
St.  Luke,  356 ;  not  to  be  undeviatingly 
fbllowed  in  harmony,  357;  instances 
of  transposition  in,  and  St.  Luke,  361 ; 
inquiry  whether  sermon  on  Mount  is 
same  as  in  Luke,  vi.  p.  361 ;  arrange- 
ment of,  in  raising  Jaims's  daughter 
to  be  preferred,  362 ;  account  of  mis- 
sion of  apostles,  compared  witii  Mark 
and  Luke,  364 ;  point,  when  coincides 
with  all  the  other  Gospels,  369 ;  va- 
rious comparisons  between,  and  other 
Gospels,  after  transfiguration,  373, 
375  ;  two  instances  of  chronological 
order  in,  preferable  to  St.  Luke,  377; 
our  Lord's  apostrophe  to  Jerusalem, 
chap,  xxiii.  37,  39,  considered,  377; 
difficulty  in  comparing  wit^  St.  Luke 
on  these  opinions,  378 ;  yari,Qas  trans- 
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lations  of  chap.  zxii.  22,  p.  379 ;  ar- 
rangement  of,  with  other  Gospels,  pro- 
posed, 379 

Mattaniah  came  up  with  Zerubbabel,  in 
list  (see  list),  70;  resided  in  Jeru- 
salem, when  Covenant  was  sealed,  71 ; 
age  of,  calculated  to  be  seventy-six  in 
twentieth  of  Artaxerxes,  72 ;  marriage 
of,  and  of  descendants,  for  fiiree  gene- 
rations, supposed,  according  to  the 
Talmud,  72 

Maximus  the  Martyr,  quoted  by  Volney, 
to  identify  Darius  the  Mede  and  Hys- 
taspes,  83 ;  manuscript  of,  in  possession 
of  Broughton,  to  same  effect,  83 

Mede,  Joseph}  interpretation  of  seventy 
weeks  of  Daniel,  424 ;  see  also  404, 
405,  413,  416,  432,  433 

Median,  the  (see  Darius) 

Medians,  took  a  prominent  p€u*t  in  de- 
struction of  Babylon,  53;  prophecy  of, 
in  Jer.  U.  11,  28,  fulfilled,  Dan.  v.  26, 
30,  31,  p.  53;  had  supreme  power  in 
days  of  Darius  Hystaspes,  proved  by 
Herodotus,  Thucydides,  Ctesias,  and 
Pausanias,  86;  robe  of,  given  to 
Otanes,  inference  drawn  from,  86 ; 
kings  of,  list  of,  given  by  Megasthenes 
and  other  authorities,  237,  239;  and 
Chaldeean  monarchs,  unnatural  wars 
and  strange  alliances  between,  278  ; 
disregarded  riches,  Xenophon  quoted 
by  commentators,  to  prove,  297 

Medes  described  as  given  up  to  luxury 
and  effeminacy,  297;  prophecy  of  Isai. 
xxi.  2,  applied  to  Cyrus  by  Dr.  Keith, 
299 ;  applies  not  to  Cyrus  but  Darius 
Hystaspes,  301;  prophecy,  Jer.  1.  and 
li.  confined  by  geography  to,  302;  and 
Persians,  kingdom  of  Babylon,  part 
divided,  and  given  to,  307 

Megacles  head^  faction  at  Athens  to 
expel  Pisistratus,  168 ;  grandson  of 
former,  married  daughter  of  Clis- 
thenes,  170 

Megabazes,  spoken  of  by  ^schylus,  as 
one  of  the  Persian  kings,  who  owned 
the  sovereignty  of  the  great  king, 
270 

Megabyzus  was  sent  to  Artaxerxes,  b.c. 
455,  p.  267 ;  a  name  of  office,  according 
to  Bloomfield,  267,  270;  Ctesias 
ascribes  to,  what  Herodotus  tells  of 
Zopyrus,  270;  Diodorus  says,  is  the 
same  person  as  Zopyrus,  270;  name 
under  which  Ctesias  gives  Cambyses 
as  name  of  office,  270;  married  to 
Amytis,  who  was  wife  of  Nebuchad- 
nezzar the  Second  (see  Cambyses),  270 

Megasthenes,  fragment  of,  preserved  by 
Abydenus,  informs  us  that  Nebuchad- 
nezzar the  Second  knew  by  inspiration 
of  the  departure  of  his  kingdom  to  the 


Persians,  101,  list  of  Median  kings, 
agrees  most  with  that  of  Ctesias,  239 ; 
list  of,  with  six  other  lists,  compared, 
239  ;  document  of,  and  of  Philo,  seem 
compiled  with  reference  to  each  otiier, 
239;  comparison  of,  with  other  author- 
ities, shews  what  funily  of  evidence  it 
is  of,  239 ;  gives  the  aggregate  of  reigns 
of  Median  kings  304  years,  239 ;  only 
makes  up  in  die  detail  of  reigns  302 
years,  239 ;  fhigment  of,  receives  much 
indirect  support  from  Justin  and  Jor- 
nandes,  239 ;  dates  given  by,  examined 
and  compared  with  those  of  Scripture, 
240 ;  examination  of,  such  evidence  of 
system,  that  it  is  too  like  design  to  be 
received  as  historic  evidence,  240 ; 
fragment  of,  perhaps  derived  from  old 
Jewish  attempts  to  square  history  witii 
Scripture,  240 ;  frtigment  of,  and  of 
Philo,  serves  to  shew  the  opinions  of 
those  days,  240;  some  important  truths 
rejecting  detail  to  be  derived  from, 
240 ;  says  Nebuchadnezzar  transplanted 
many  of  Egyptians  to  Pontus,  267 ; 
fragment  of,  as  to  Darius  the  Mede, 
83 ;  no  traces  of  era  of  Nabopo- 
lassar  in,  224 ;  another  fragment 
of,  from  the  Fragmenta  Vetustissi- 
morum,  237 ;  list  of,  compared  with 
that  of  Philo,  238 

Megh,  or  Mehestan,  a  general  name  for 
disciples  of  Zoroaster,  111 ;  probably 
from  ancient  Median  worship.  111 

Mercator  first  discovered  that  our  Lord's 
ministry  lasted  five  passovers,  354 

Merkhond  states  that  Zoroaster  was  in- 
structed by  one  of  disciples  of  Jere- 
miah, 118;  that  he  ascertained  tiie 
coming  of  some  one  like  Moses,  118 ; 
that  he  gave  out  that  he  was  the  son  of 
God,  119 ;  history  of  Persia,  story 
from,  illustrating  divining  by  arrows, 
123 ;  narratives  of,  and  poems  of  Fer- 
dousi,  compared  to  Mosaic,  147 ;  story 
of,  compared  with  same  told  by  Athe- 
nseus,  148 ;  says  that  Kuresh,  under 
direction  of  Bahaman,  restored  Jeru- 
salem, 159;  reconciles  and  confirms 
these  two  counter-statements,  159;  pa- 
ralleled with  Herodotus  and  Scripture, 
161 ;  says  Kai  Ka'oos  was  generous, 
but  very  capricious,  248 ;  that  he  was 
not  Nimrod,  but,  Uke  him,  attempted 
to  ascend  into  the  heavens,  249;  helps  to 
afford  evidence  for  identifying  him  with 
Nebuchadnezzar,  249 

Merodach-Baladin,  identification  of,  with 
Mardoc-Empadus,  seems  to  have  in- 
fluenced arrangement  of  Ecclesiastical 
Canon,  198, 200 ;  said  to  be  succeeded 
by  Nebuchodonosor,  in  list  of  kings 
from  Eusebius,  by  Mai,  215 ;  name  of, 
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derived  from  Persicy  according  to  Winer 
and  Von  Bohlen,  299 

Meshach,  supposed  to  be  derived  from 
Shach,  the  goddess,  tiie  eartii,  113 

Mesopotamia  was  land  of  Chaldaeans, 
103 

Messiah,  atonement  of,  implied,  Dan.  ix. 
24,  p.  408 ;  priestly  and  prophetical 
office  of,  409 ;  how  said  to  be  sealed, 
409,  410 ;  catting  off,  completed  sixty 
and  two  weeks,  418 ;  no  chronological 
prophecy  terminates  on  second  advent 
of,  422 ;  cmdfixion  of,  some  terminate 
seventy  weeks  on,  423 ;  author  agrees 
with  Clement  that  sixty-two  weeks 
terminate  on,  433 

Metempsychosis,  Pythagoras  said  to  be 
convinced  of,  by  madn^  of  Nebudiad- 
nezzar,  120 

Meyer,  error  of,  as  to  geographical  posi- 
tion of  Babylonians,  102 

Middleton  on  Matthew,  xiii.  2,  p.  362 

Milesians  dissuaded  by  Thales  fix>m  join- 
ing Croesus  against  Cyrus,  167,  note ; 
dty  of,  saved  by  his  counsel,  167 ; 
said  by  Strabo  to  have  landed  in  Egypt, 
in  reign  of  Psammeticus,  187 ;  said  to 
have  subsequently  conquered  Mams, 
187 

Milesians  landed  in  Egypt,  Strabo  says 
in  reign  of  Psammeticus,  187 ;  subse- 
quently conquered  Inarus  (see  Inarus}, 
187 

Miltiades  and  Cimon,  history  of,  in  re- 
lation to  reign  of  Croesus  (see  Croesus), 
175;  succeeded  Stesagoras,  who  suc- 
ceeded the  former  Miltiades,  176 

Ministry  of  John  Baptist  (see  John  Bap- 
tist) ;  of  our  Lord  (see  Lord  Jesus 
Christ) 

Minuchdier,  king  of  Iran,  story  of,  finom 
history  of  Persia,  123 

Mission  of  twelve,  when  sent  out,  different 
statements  of,  363;  account  of,  soon 
closed  by  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke,  364 ; 
account  of,  extended  to  about  a  year, 
by  St.  Matthew,  364 ;  little  of  what 
transpired  during,  is  recorded,  369 

Mitford,  authority  of,  as  to  dates  and  au- 
thority of  Olympiads  (see  Olympiads), 
230 

Monarchies,  two  most  ancient  and  pow- 
erful, conquered  by  Nebuchadnezzar 
and  his  father,  109 

Montfistucon  unconsciously  identifies  the 
Persian  and  Chaldsean  religion,  119 

Mordecai  and  not  Kish  went  into  cap- 
tivity, proved  on  highest  testimony, 
62 ;  feu;ts  as  to,  prove  history  of  Esther 
to  have  been  during  Captivity,  62,  63 ; 
age  of,  corresponds  with  history,   if 

-  Ahasuerus  was  king  during  Captivity 
(see  pp.  59,  63,  and  Esther,  Captivity, 


Ahasuerus)  65,  66 ;  facts  ccmceming 
him,  Daniel  and  Azariah  help  to  test 
the  succession  of  Persian  kmgs,  77, 
78  ;  identified  with  minister  of  Gush- 
tasp,  158 ;  with  Ezekiel  captive  in 
eighth  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  b.c.  504 
(see  Table),  283 

Mordecai  mentioned  Ezra,  ii.  and  Neh. 
yiii.  7,  denied  by  Prideaux  to  be  the 
same  mentioned  in  Book  of  Esther, 
58  ;  evidently  the  same  proved  by  his 
age,  59, 63 ;  pedigree  of,  traced  to  Kish, 
why  not  to  Saul,  60;  the,  who  was 
taken  captive,  brought  up  Esther^  60 ; 
universal  testimony  in  support  of 
having  gone  into  captivity,  61 

Moses  of  Cherone  wrote  500  years  before 
Ferdousi,  148 ;  transmits  Mar  Iblas, 
quoted  by  Volncy  to  prove  that  Sar- 
danapalus  was  Esarhaddon,  215 ;  errs 
in  making  Nebuchadnezzar  in  next 
generation  to  Arbaces,  215;  state- 
ment of,  respecting  Ninus,  king  of 
Nineveh,  224 ;  calls  Zohak  Azhdahak, 
and  relates  his  dream,  note,  256 ;  sup- 
poses him  to  have  been  Pirithous  the 
Centaur,  256 

Mubad,  or  Mogh-bad,  president  of  the 
Magi,  111 

Mubi^,  wise  men  of  court  of  Persia, 
consulted  by  Zohak,  255 

Munster  quoted  to  prove  that  Mordecai 
went  into  captivity,  61 

Nabennidus,  by  some  supposed  to  be 
Darius  the  Mede,  244,  245 

Nabius,  reign  of,  in  Ecclesiastical  Canon, 
elongated  from  two  to  eight  years,  to 
extend  to  fourteenth  of  Hezekiah  (see 
Sennacherib),  198 

Nabocolosarus,  Canon  makes  him  reign 
twenty-one  years,  Berossus  twenty- 
nine  (see  Nabopolassar),  217 

Nabonad,  the  prince,  expelled  by  Cyrus, 
was  so  called,  261 ;  same,  supposed, 
as  last  king  of  Arabian  dynasty  men- 
tioned by  Africanus,  261 

Nabonadius  supposed  to  be  younger 
Labynetus  (see  Labynetus),  182 ;  was 
no  relation  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  183; 
reigned,  on  received  system,  when 
Median  power  absorbed  in  Persian, 
183 ;  deposed  about  twenty  years  after 
end  of  reign  of  Astyages,  184  ;  last 
year  of,  placed  in  the  three  Canons 
209  years  from  first  of  Nabopolassar, 
197 

Nabonassar,  in  Ecclesiastical  Canon,  is 
called  Salmanaser,  198 ;  died  sevoi 
years  before  Hezekiah  began  to  reign, 
198  ;  deposed  a  previous  Sardanapalus, 
274 

Nabonassar,  era  of,  what,  not  Chaldiean, 
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and  why,  220 ;  era  of,  waB  not  Chal- 
dsean  but  styled  Egyptian,  220 ;  era 
of,  first  year  of,  Ptolemy  calls  his 
epoch,  220;  none  before  Ptolemy  gives 
any  account  of,  221,  224 ;  two  ob- 
servations of  Ptolemy  are  reduced  to, 
from  date  of  Chaldsean  era,  222 ;  if  era 
of,  had  been  Chaldsean,  Chaldseans  not 
have  forsaken  it,  222;  era  of,  most 
probably  adopted  after  that  of  death  of 
Alexander  had  been  in  use,  222 

Nabopolassar,  in  whose  reign  eclipse, 
B.C.  621,  was  not  the  later  Sardana- 
palus,  not  Busalossorus,  nor  either 
Nebuchadnezzar,  but  Esarhaddon,  205, 
208,  213,  215,  232;  was  the  earlier 
Sardanapalus,  273, 274  ;  name  denotes 
Nabo,  son  of  Pul,  lord  of  Asher  or 
Assyria  (see  Sardanapalus,  Busalosso- 
rus, Nebuchadnezzar),  214 

Nabopolassar,  father  of  Nebuchadnezzar 
the  Second  so  called,  confusion  in  con- 
sequence, 204,  205,  216,  232 ;  seized 
Babylon,  revolted  from  Assyria,  95, 
100 ;  king,  called  by  Eusebius,  whom 
Polyhistor  calls  Sardanapalus,  204 

Nadab,  king  of  Israel,  and  Baasha's 
reign  illustrates  mode  of  computing 
years  of  kings  in  Israel,  9 

Names  of  Priests  and  Levites  who  sealed 
covenant  in  twentieth  of  Artaxerxes, 
69;  singular  comment  of  Scott  on 
them,  73 ;  of  kings,  six  identical,  oc- 
curring in  same  order  in  sacred  and 
profene  history,  gives  strong  presump- 
tion that  same  kings  are  intended  in 
both,  89;  difficulties  as  to  eastern. 
Sir  William  Jones  on,  141 ;  customs 
of  Arabs  and  Persians  as  to,  141 ; 
varieties  of,  given  in  Arabic  nomen- 
clature, 142 ;  changes  in,  from  trans- 
mission by  Greek  historians,  142 

Nawser,  name  of  a  Persian  king  called 
Kumbakht,  or  the  unfortunate,  229, 
251 

Nazareth,  our  Lord  there,  and  not  at 
Bethlehem  when  Magi  came  to  him, 
349,  350 ;  visit  of  our  Lord  to,  Luke, 
iv.  when,  357 ;  doctrine  of  our  Lord 
at,  men  of,  angry,  why,  358 

Nebuchadnezzar,  probably  two  of  the 
name  in  Scripture,  93-95 ;  two  in 
Juchasin  and  D.  Gantz,  214 

Nebuchadnezzar  the  First,  years  of,  in  re- 
lation to  last  three  kings  in  Judah,  28  ; 
dynasty  of,  limited  to  three  genera- 
tions, 44 ;  overthrew  army  of  Necho 
in  fourth  of  Jehoiakim,  91,  206,  207, 
268;  to  be  inferred  from  Scripture 
that  he  overthrew  the  Assyrian,  92; 
came  from  the  north  of  Judea,  92 ;  led 
the  Jews  captive,  Schroer's  argument, 
94,  207 ;  service  of  nations  commenced 


with,  95;  his  first  year  synchronised 
with  fourth  of  Jehoiakim  (see  Table), 

28,  29,  96,  282 ;  part  of  eleventh  and 
twelfth  corresponds  with  fourth  of 
Zedekiah,  99 ;  occasion  of  mission 
sent  in  that  year,  99,  269 ;  reigned 
twenty-one  or  twenty-nine  years, 
twenty-nine  the  correct  amount,  100, 
200,  267,  268 ;  identified  with  Cyrus, 
father  of  Cambyses,  128-130;  not 
the  Nabopolassar  in  whose  year  the 
eclipse  was  observed,  wrongly  so 
called  m  the  Canon,  206,  213,  216, 
232 ;  distance  to  first  of,  from  nine- 
teenth of  Hezekiah  in  Scripture, 
Canon,  and  dynasties  of  Egypt,  213 ; 
identified  with  Kobad  and  Cyrus  the 
Great,  254 ;  commencement  of  reign 
determined,  B.C.  511,  p.  260;  began 
the  siege  of  Tyre  in  the  seventh  year 
of  Ithobalus,  262 ;  from  overthrow  of 

.Necho  by,  to  conquest  of  Egypt  by 
Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second,  sixty -nine 
years,  264 ;  in  eighteenth  year  of, 
golden  image  set  up  by  Nebuchad- 
nezzar the  Second,  269  (see  Busalosso- 
rus, Nabopolassar,  Cyrus,  Kobad) 

Nebuchadnezzar  the  Second,  second  year 
of  (Dan.  ii.  1),  what  and  when  it  was, 

29,  96,  98,  269;  mission  sent  to  by 
Zedekiah,  meurks  the  epoch  of,  99, 
269 ;  probably  taken  into  joint  sove- 
reignty with  his  father,  100 ;  left  at 
Babylon  to  fortify  it  (Abydeuus),  100 ; 
when  and  why  he  set  up  the  golden 
image,  101,  116, 117  ;  whether  he  was 
a  Babylonian,  101 ;  by  what  name 
known  in  other  histories,  examined, 
109 ;  1.  by  language,  inference,  he  and 
his  followers  Persians,  112;  2.  by  re- 
ligion, Bel  a  Persian  god,  feast  of 
Sacea  in  honour  of  Persian  idols, 
112-114 ;  history  of,  corresponds  with 
Jemsheed,  115;  chief  Magus  in  his 
train,  120 ;  effect  of  his  madness  on 
Pythagoras,  conjectured  by  Grale, 
120,  121 ;  traced  to  be  Persian  from 
manners  and  customs,  government,  &c. 
122,  123  ;  palace  at  Babylon,  inscrip- 
tions found  there,  124 ;  historical  tes- 
timony, Diodes,  Josephus,  Hecatseus, 
Cedrenus,  second  Maccabees,  Aby- 
denus,  Alexander  Polyhistor,  125, 126 ; 
identified  with  Cambyses,  direct  testi- 
mony, 126,  127,  130,  242,  244 ;  his- 
tory of  Judith  examined  to  substan- 
tiate (see  Judith),  127,  128 ;  fortified 
Babylon  so  that  it  should  not  be  taken 
by  turning  the  river,  129,  138,  139 ; 
historians  who  mention  his  conquest 
of  Egypt  do  not  mention  that  by  Cam- 
byses, 135 ;  prediction  respecting, 
exactly  fulfilled  in  Cambyses,  136-138  ; 
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similarity  of  character  to  that  of  Cam- 
byses,  139,  140;  pedigree  of,  com- 
pared with  that  of  Cambyses,  140, 
141 ;  evidence  to  prove  identity  with 
Cambyses  recapitulated,  141  ;  if  a 
Persian,  how  reconciled  with  Jer.  1. 
and  li.  answered,  142 ;  identified  with 
Bakht-nassar  (see  Bakht-nassar),  158, 
182;  married  daughter  of  Astyages, 
181 ;  the  conjecture  that  he  was  the 
elder  Labynetus  erroneous,  182,  183 ; 
to  first  of,  firom  fifteenth  of  Hezekiah, 
how  measured  in  the  Canons,  202; 
eclipse  in  reign  of  Nabopolassar,  in 
one  Canon,  is  attributed  to  his  reign, 
205 ;  distance  to  first  of,  from  nine- 
teenth of  Hezekiah,  compared  in  Scrip- 
ture, Canon,  and  dynasties,  207,  213 ; 
disputed  whether  Captivity  commenced 
in  first,  eighth,  or  nineteenth  year  of, 
233 ;  said  to  be  Xerxes  by  Syncellus, 
241 ;  same  as  Kai  Ko'oos  of  Persian 
history  (see  Kai  Ko'oos),  248,  249*; 
possibly  appointed  Belshazzar  viceroy 
when  engaged  in  war,  259;  warred 
against  Arphaxad  for  his  treachery  to 
&l8hazzar,  259,  272 ;  when  Egypt  was 
overthrown  by,  Horn  of  David  budded, 
264  ;  when  he  invaded  Egjrpt,  Coresch 
was  at  Babylon,  265  ;  was  reigning 
when  his  father  warred  with  the  Scy- 
thians, 268 ;  on  appointment  of,  Zede- 
kiah  sent  his  chamberlain  to  him,  269; 
madness  of,  after  pro&ning  the  Temple, 
269 ;  evidence  concerning,  from  the 
book  of  Judith,  271 ;  overtiirew  Darius 
about  second  year  after  Marathon, 
271 ;  this  explams  the  speech  of  Prax- 
aspes  to  Cambyses,  271 ;  identified 
with  Jemsheed  son  of  Arphaxad,  272  ; 
was  son-in-law  of  Astyages  supposed 
the  Arphaxad  of  Judith,  272;  re- 
duced Egypt  in  revenge  for  their  not 
assisting  against  Darius,  272  (see 
Cambyses) 

Nebuchodonosor  (see  Nebuchadnezzar) 

Necho  the  First,  third  king  in  corrected 
list  of  twenty-sixth  dynasty  of  Egypt, 
212 

Necho  die  Second,  fifth  king  in  ditto 
(see  Pharaoh  Necho),  212 

Nehemiah,  two  of  that  name,  son  of 
Azbuk,  Neh.  iii.  1%,  and  son  of  Hacha- 
liah,  Neh.  i.  1,  note,  58 ;  in  book  of, 
two  lists  of  priests  and  Levites,  68 ; 
argument  from,  against  opinion  of  Sir 
Isaac  Newton,  74 ;  speaks  of  Jews 
returned  from  Captivity  as  if  some 
were  yet  alive,  74 

Nephreus,  or  Nephrites,  king  of  Egypt, 
mentioned  by  Diodorus,  b.c.  396, 
p.  267 ;  reigned,  according  to  Eusebius 
and  Manetho,  six  years,  267  ;  Lacedee- 


monians  sent  to,  according  to  Diodorus, 
in  middle  of  reign,  267 

Nergal-Sharezer,  name  of  two  of  Nebu- 
chadnezzar's princes,  112;  compound  of 
Nergal  which  was  a  god  of  the  Cuthites, 
112 ;  signifies  a  cock,  under  which 
symbol  ^ey  worshipped  the  sun,  112 ; 
inferences,  two,  drawn  from  this  name, 
112 

Nere,  Chaldsean  period  of  time  equal  to 
a  sixth  part  of  the  sare,  223  ;  one  was 
equal  to  ten  sosses,  223 ;  each  compre- 
hended thirty-seven  moons,  two  simple 
and  one  intercalary  lunar  year,  223 

Neri,  a  name  said  by  Philo  to  be  given  to 
Jehoiakim  when  brought  out  of  prison, 
234 

Nericasolassorus,  name  of,  in  Canon  not 
in  Herodotus,  217 ;  Astronomical 
Canon  gives  four  years  as  length  of 
reign  of,  268 

Neriglissoorus,  brotiier-in-law  of  Evil- 
Merodach,  king  of  Babylon,  257; 
killed  his  brother-in-law,  and  reigned 
four  years,  257 

Newcome,  Archbishop,  error  of,  as  to 
390  years  mentioned  Ezek.  iv.  3-5, 
p.  20;  arbitrary  attempt  to  adjust 
forty  years  of  Judah's  sin,  20 ;  view 
of,  after  Bishop  Newton,  of  forty 
years'  desolation  of  Egypt,  266  ;  cor- 
rect, author  thinks,  in  considering 
Amosis  a  tributary  king,  266 ;  but 
forty  years  of  Amosis  do  not  correspond 
with  Ezek.  xxix.  p.  266  ;  forty  years 
speaks  of,  as  of  desolation,  were  years 
of  great  prosperity,  266  ;  quotation  of, 
ft'om  Berossus  on  verse  12,  was  after 
reign  of  Amosis,  267  ;  gives  many 
audiorities  as  to  length  of  our  Lord's 
ministry,  354 ;  mentions  positive  and 
inferential  indications  of  time,  355 ; 
harmony  of  certain  chapters  in  Gos- 
pel considered,  373;  opinion  of,  in 
Matt,  xxiii.  37,  p.  379;  on  paiable 
of  fig-tree,  380 

Newton,  Bishop,  quoted  to  prove 'that 
history  of  Esther  was  during  the  Cap- 
tivity, 64  ;  application  of  Ezek.  xxix. 
to  desolations  of  Egypt,  266 

Newton,  Sir  Isaac,  thinks  the  renewal  of 
the  covenant  was  in  first  of  Coresch, 
73 ;  three  reasons  plainly  inconsistent 
with  opinion  of,  74 ;  says  our  Lord's 
ministry  lasted  five  Passovers,  354; 
makes  Matthew's  Gospel  basis  of  har- 
mony, 356 ;  supposes  passage  of  lake. 
Matt.  viii.  23,  was  during  autumnal 
equinox,  362 ;  argument  on  St.  Mat- 
thew's Gospel  pr^erable,  364 

Nebo,  name*given  to  the  planet  Mercury 
by  Persians,  110;  part  of  etymology 
of  Nebuchadnezzar,  note«  251 
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Nicfaaso,  daughter  of  Sanballat,  married 
Manasses,  brother  of  Jaddua,  high- 
priest  in  the  reign  of  Darius  the  Per- 
sian, 89 

NechepsoSy  second  king  in  corrected  list 
of  twenty-sixth  dynasty  of  Egypt,  212 

Nicephorus  speaks  of  Darius,  son  of 
AstyageSy  as  overthrown  by  Cyrus, 
276 

Niebuhr  thinks  Josephus  an  accomplished 
rogue,  note,  341 ;  see,  also,  388 

Nimrod,  a  name  given  to  Kai  Ka'oos, 
248 ;  has  led  some  to  confound  him 
with,  founder  of  the  Assyrian  mo- 
narchy, 248 ;  derived  from  Nemourd, 
in  Persian  etymology,  t.  e.  immortal, 
248 ;  this  etymology  of,  adopted  by 
Merkhond  (see  Kai  Ka'oos),  249 

Nineveh,  overthrown  by  Arbaces  and 
Belesis,  106  ;  overthrown  by  combined 
forces  of  Medes  and  Chaldseans,  headed 
byNebuchodonosorandAssuerus,  129; 
taken,  according  to  Herodotus,  by 
Cyaxares,  129 ;  Babylonians  shared  in 
conquest  of,  129 ;  name  of  Babylonian 
commander  who  was  engaged  not  men- 
tioned, 129 ;  seized  on  by  Cyrus  and 
Darius  in  conjunction,  268 

Ninus,  king  of  Nineveh,  said  to  have 
destroyed  all  observations  before  his 
reign,  224  ;  this  story  of,  is  more  pro- 
able  than  the  same  told  of  Nabonassar, 
224 

Nitetis,  beautiful  daughter  of  Apries, 
married  to  Cambyses,  185 

Nitocris,  Herodotus  gives  two  chrono- 
logical marks  for  reign  of,  183,  184  ; 
name  of,  not  to  be  found  in  Canon, 
217 

Noah,  said  by  Epiphanius  to  have  re- 
sided in  Armenia  till  his  death,  note, 
103  ;  descendants  of,  multiplied  there 
for  659  years,  103 

Vkorbtrg*  sSelecta  Opuscula  Acad,  quoted 
by  Rosenmiiller,  109 

North,  prophecy  of  evil  to  break  forth 
from,  on  Jerusalem,  101 ;  of  Judea, 
'  commentators  say  Babylon  is  —  not 
the  fact,  102 

Numbers  of  years,  390  and  420  applied 
(see  years),  24 ;  given  by  author, 
agree  with  average,  struck  from  fifty 
authorities,  26,  27 

Obadiah,  asseveration  of,  concerning 
Ahab,  does  not  imply  universal  domi- 
nion. First  Kings,  xviii.  10,  p.  164  a; 
supplies  a  rule  for  limitation  of  such 
expresses,  164  a 
'  Ochus,  Eusebius,  in  dynasties  of  Mane- 
tho,  makes  reign  ten  years  in  Egypt, 
226 ;  Astronomical  Canon,  in  corre- 
spondence with  this,  gives  him  twenty- 


one  years  altogether,  226 ;  Ecclesias- 
tical Canon  gives  only  five  years  alto- 
gether, 226 ;  Africanus,  in  correepond- 
ence  with  this  in  dynasties,  gives  him 
two  years  in  Egypt,  226 

Olympiads,  not  used  as  an  era,  until  a 
late  date,  230  ;  reference  to  early,  not 
contemporary  testimony,  but  subse- 
quent system,  230,  276 ;  when  refer- 
ence to,  marked  by  contemporaneous 
events,  their  testimony  seems  correct, 
231 

Olympic  games  established  by  Iphitus 
and  Lycurgus,  274 

Orianus  (see  Anandates) 

Omartes  (see  story  of  Athenaeus),  148 

Onuphrius  cited,  388 

Ophratacus,  king  of  Assyria,  succeeded 
Peritiades,  reigned  twenty-one  years, 
274 

Ophratanes,  king  of  Assjrria,  succeeded 
Ophratacus,  reigned  fifty  years,  274 

Order  of  kings  who  reigned  over  Media, 
as  given  by  author,  79 ;  same  as  those 
in  Astronomical  Canon  (see  Kings, 
succession),  80 

Oriental  Chronicle  (see  Chronicle)  ;  lite- 
rature contradistinguished  from  Gre- 
cian, 146  ;  collections,  by  Sir  William 
Ouseley,  extracts  from,  248,  249 

Oromases,  a  name  given  to  God  by 
Zoroaster,  according  to  Plutarch,  119 ; 
Zoroaster,  called  by  Plato,  the  son  of 
(see  Zoroaster),  119 

Orosius  cited,  387 

Otanes,  originator  of  conspiracy,  reward- 
ed with  Median  robe,  86 

Ouseley,  Sir  William,  Oriental  collections, 
extracts  from,  248,  249 ;  identifies, 
from  Persian  historians  and  poets,  Kai 
Ka'oos  with  Nebuchadnezzar,  249 

Pagnin  quoted,  to  prove  that  Mordecai 

went  into  captivity,  61 
Palace  of  Babylon,  inscription  of  bricks 

on  (see  Grotefend,  Persepolis),  124  ; 

part  of,  must  have  been  built  in  time 

of  Darius  Hystaspes,  124 
Palestina,  prophecy,  concerning,  Isaiah, 

xiv.  28,  29,  p.  298 
Paley,   argument  as  to  coincidences  in 

Horse   Paulinse,   applied  to    author's 

proofs,  78 
Parry,  Dr.  interpretation  of  seventy  weeks 

of  Daniel,  424,  425,  433 
Parsees,  as  Caspii  expose  their  dead  to 

be  devoured  by  dogs  and   vultures, 

122 
Parth^ans,  Vitellius  attacks,  by  order  of 

Tiberius,  337  ;  league  between  and  Ro- 
mans, misplaced  by  Josephus,  337,  338 
Pasagardes,  chief  tribe  in  which  family 

of  Cyrus  is  to  be  found,  132 ;  signifies 

L  L 
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prince  of  the  blood  royal  of  Persia, 
note,  132 

Pasargads,  tomb  of  Cyrus  there,  or- 
dered to  be  repaired  by  Alexander, 
184 ;  where  Cyazares  was  defeated, 
and  taken  prisoner  by  Cyrus,  270 

Passovers,  our  Lord's  ministry  lasted 
fiye,  authorities  for,  354 ;  dates  of 
these,  when  indicated  in  Gospels,  355 ; 
mission  of  twelve,  continued  from  one 
to  another,  364 ;  order  of  events  be- 
tween two,  365  ;  must  have  been 
one  between  John,  ii.  13,  and  Matt, 
zii.  p.  365 ;  disciples  must  have 
plucked  ears  of  com  before,  not  after, 
368  ;  that  considered,  one  year  before 
our  Lord's  death,  369 ;  arrangement 
of,  in  chronology  of  Gospels,  380, 381 ; 
Christians  left  Jerusalem  before  that, 
A.D.  67,  p.  407 

Paul,  St.  first  visit  to  Jerusalem,  Acts, 
ix.  26  ;  second  visit.  Acts,  zi.  30 ; 
third  visit,  Acts,  xv.  p.  382;  had 
vision  of  Acts,  xxii.  17,  21,  in  second 
visit,  382 ;  first  visit  three  years  after 
conversion,  another  fourteen  years 
after,  382 ;  converted,  Burton  thinks, 
shortly  after  crucifixion,  382  ;  visit  to 
Jerusalem,  times  of  considered,  383, 
386,  387 ;  vision  of,  supposed  same. 
Acts,  xxii.  17,  21,  and  2  Cor.  xii.  2, 
p.  383  ;  journey  of,  recorded  Acts, 
XV.  same  referred  to  Galatians,  ii.  1, 
p.  383 ;  reasons  for  different  opinion 
on  this,  by  Mr.  Brown,  384  ;  special 
vocation  of,  to  preach  to  the  Gentiles, 
385  ;  third  visit,  whence  fourteen  years 
dated,  385 ;  shews  Jews  were  not 
wholly  cast  off  for  some  time  after 
crucifixion,  406 

Paulus  Orosius  says  Babylon  was  taken 
by  Cyrus  when  kings  were  expelled 
from  Rome,  260 

Pausiris,  mentioned  by  Herodotus,  which 
shews  his  history  included  the  year 
B.C.  408,  p.  190 

Pearce,  Bishop,  his  view  of  Luke,  xiii. 
31,  33,  p.  378 

Pearson,  Bishop,  annals  of  St.  Paul,  383, 
386 

Pedigree,  mode  of  tracing,  in  Scripture, 
omitting  generations,  note,  60 ;  of 
Cyrus  and  Cambyses,  by  Herodotus, 
Xenophon,  and  Ctesias,  140  ;  of  Ne- 
buchadnezzar, by  Polyldstor,  140 

Pehlivi,  name  of  language  from  Pehleh, 
ancient  name  of  Isfithan,  154 

Pellican  asserts  two  periods  of  seventy 
years,  47 

Pdoponnesian  War  concluded  b.c.  404, 
mentioned  by  Herodotus,  190 

Pemble,  singular  liberty  taken  by,  with 
the  Scripture,  59 


Periods  of  captivity,  of  desolation,  and 
servitude  of  Babylon,  distinct,  47 ; 
two  of  seventy  years,  one  of  service  in 
Babylon,  other  of  desolation,  47 

Peritiades,  king  of  Assyria,  succeeded 
Laosthenes,  reigned  thirty  years,  274 

Persepolis,  said  by  ancient  Greeks  to  be 
founded  by  Cyrus,  115;  called  by 
Persians  Tekhti  Jemsheed,  or  tiirone 
of  Jemsheed,  115  ;  inscriptions  found 
at,  compared  witli  those  found  on 
bricks  at  Babylon,  115 

Persia-sian,  name  of  Chaldseans,  derived 
from,  105 ;  names  of  Chaldsean  idols 
and  kings,  derived  from,  109 ;  Nebu- 
chadnezzar and  his  followers  from  lan- 
guage, inferred  to  come  from,  112 ; 
feast  of  the  Sacea  originates  from, 
113 ;  relate  traditions  of  Zoroaster, 
borrowed  from  Daniel,  iii.  p.  118; 
Babylon  shewn  to  have  been  in  power 
of,  121 ;  could  not  have  come  from 
Persepolis,  132 ;  historians  mention 
conquest  of  l^ypt  by  Nebuchadnezzar 
(see  Egypt),  134 ;  education,  object 
of,  to  inculcate  truth,  146 ;  kings' 
dynasties,  two,  149 ;  various  state- 
ments and  anachronisms  concerning, 
149,  150 ;  names  of  kings  put  down 
in  relation  in  which  author  supposes 
them  to  stand,  151  ;  Kaianean  dy- 
nasty, important  identification  in  (see 
Khosrau,  Lohorasp,  Gushtasp,  Beh- 
men,  and  Bakhtanassar),  157-160 ; 
historians,  not  fairly  treated,  and  why, 
160, 161 ;  Coresch  king  over,  probably 
withm  reign  of  Artaxerxes,  162 ;  in 
state  of  semi  -  barbarism  when  first 
attacked  by  Croesus,  166 ;  after  con- 
quest of  Egypt,  reigned  for  135  years, 
187  ;  ancient  history  of,  quite  uncer- 
tain, 191 ;  chronology  of,  confused  by 
identifying  Cyrus  of  Herodotus  with 
Coresch,  233 ;  Chaldseans  and  Ela- 
mites,  confounded  under  name  of,  307 

Persian,  Darius  the  (see  Darius)  ;  kings, 
scriptural  order  of,  succession  of, 
proved  without  profane  testimony,  77; 
order  of  their  names  as  given  by 
author's  arrangement,  79 ;  era  (see 
Era) 

Petavius,  interpretation  of  seventy  weeks 
of  Daniel,  430  ;  cited  also,  383,  433 

Peter,  St.,  mother-in-law,  healing  of, 
transposition  in,  359 ;  confession  of 
sin  and  of  Deity  of  Messiah,  360 ;  was 
in  concealment  at  St.  Paul's  second 
visit  to  Jerusalem,  384 

Petronius,  government  of,  in  Egypt, 
various  opinions  on,  conclusion  of 
author  on  subject,  346,  348 

Pharaoh-hophra,  prophecy  against,  b.c. 
491  (see  Table),  284 
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Pharaoh  Necho,  overthrown  by  Ne- 
buchadnezzar in  his  first  year,  91, 
206,  264 ;  was  contemporary  with 
Darius  Hystaspes,  confirmed  by  Hero- 
dotus and  Strabo,  186 ;  of  dynasties, 
same  as  Necho  of  Scripture,  affords  a 
point  whence  to  compare  Canon, 
208 ;  space  between,  and  Taracus, 
comparison,  to  approximate,  209 ; 
from  third  year  of,  to  thirty-fifth  of 
Amosis,  seventy-one  years,  as  shewn 
by  a  stela  at  Florence  (see  Florence), 
210 ;  six  years  allowed  for  reign  of, 
by  Rosellini,  much  too  short  a  space, 
210 ;  excavated  a  canal  during  the 
time  of  which  120,000  men  died,  210  ; 
could  not  have  been  overthrown  by 
Nebuchadnezzar  above  two  years  be- 
fore close  of  reign,  212  . 

Pharisees,  subtlety  of  their  questions  to 
out  Lord  considered,  367,  368  ;  cause 
of  their  rage  against  him,  375 

Fhenostratus,  archonate  of,  and  Evan- 
der,  given  by  Hipparchus,  as  dates  of 
three  eclipses,  221 

Hieroras,  death  of,  origin  of  misfortunes 
of  Antipater,  325  ;  wife  of,  paid  fine 
for  those  who  refused  to  swear  alle- 
giance, 329 

Plulip,  brother  of  Herod  Antipas,  re- 
ceived tetrarchy  when  Archelaus  made 
ethnarch,  333 ;  doubt  respecting  ter- 
mination of  reign  of,  336 ;  confusion 
of  Josephus,  and  account  of  death, 
errors  in  account  of,  337 

Philo  proves  Jubilee  to  be  fiftieth  year, 
note,  39 ;  document  from,  on  captivity, 
temple,  &c.  234,  236 

Phlegon,  with  four  others,  fixes  first  year 
of  Cyrus  in  Persia  in  first  year  of 
fifty-fifth  Olympiad,  231 

Plegon  and  Plutarch  say  Olympic  games 
were  established  by  Iphitus  and  Ly- 
curgus,  274 

Phoenicians,  voyage  of,  according  to 
Strabo,  in  reign  of  Darius  Hystaspes, 
186 

Phul-Assar,  second  king  of  Babylon,  as 
given  by  Megasthenes,  reigned  twenty- 
five  years,  237 

Pighius  follows  Strabo  in  his  opinion  as 
to  Petronius  and  the  governors  of 
Egypt,  347 

Pilate  dismissed  and  sent  to  Rome  for 
misconduct,  byVitellius,  337 ;  dismissal 
of,  ante-dated,  how  shewn,  339;  differ- 
ent causes  of  dismissal,  given  by  Jose- 
phus in  Antiquities  and  War,  387 

Pilkington  makes  Luke's  Gospel  basis  of 
harmony,  356  ;  remark  of,  on  evidence 
of  John,  iv.  35,  p.  365  ;  cited  also, 
335 

Pinnacle  of  temple  finished  at  commence- 


ment of  our  Lord's  ministry,  proves 
temple  finished  (see  temple),  75 

Pishdadian  dynasty,  Persian  kings,  149  ; 
various  accounts  of,  from  (see  Dynas- 
ties), 149-153 

Pisistratidse  possessed  dominion  over 
Athens  thirty-six  years,  170 ;  thirty- 
six  years  of,  to  be  computed,  author 
supposes,  from  first  tyranny  of  Pisis- 
tratus,  172 ;  comparative  table  of, 
from  Clinton,  p.  171,  tested  in  table, 
173 ;  Herodotus  allows  thirty-six  years 
to,  thiity-two  to  &ther,  four  to  son 
(see  Hippias  and  Hipparchus),  177 

Pifflstratus  in  tyranny  at  Athens,  third 
time,  when  Crcesus  sent  to  inquire 
into  condition  of  that  state,  168,  169, 
174 ;  argument  corroborating  third 
time  of,  from  feunily  of  Alcmseonidse, 
170 ;  married  daughter  of  Megacles, 
of  this  feunily,  168-170;  table  of 
length  of  each  tyranny  and  exile  of, 
from  Mr.  Clinton,  171 ;  from  first 
rule  of,  thirty-six  years  commence,  and 
end  with  expulsion  of  son,  174 

Plato  calls  Zoroaster  son  of  Oromases 
(see  Zoroaster),  119 

Pteria,  place  where  battle  between  Croesus 
and  Cyrus  was  fought,  134 

Pliny  mentions  the  period  of  223  moons 
attributed  to  the  Chaldseans,  223 ; 
mentions  that  Cyrus  built  the  hanging 
gardens  at  Babylon  (see  corrections)  ; 
quoted,  391 

Plutarch  and  others  say  Oromases  was  a 
name  given  to  God  by  Zoroaster  (see 
Zoroaster),  119 ;  mentions  the  tomb  of 
Cyrus,  184  ;  says  Olympic  games  were 
established  by  Iphitus  and  Lycurgus, 
274 

Polanus  gives  second  of  Nebuchadnezzar 
(Dan.  ii.  1)  as  twelfth  of  his  reign,  99 

Pollux  Julius  (see  Chronicle) 

Polybius,  Phlegon,  and  three  others,  fix 
first  year  of  Cyrus  in  Persia  in  first 
year  of  fifty-fiftJi  Olympiad,  231 ;  tes- 
timony, of  little  value,  as  derived  from 
calculating  back  from  Herodotus,  231, 
260  (see  Olympiad) 

Poole's  Commentary,  error  of,  as  to 
geographical  site  of  Babylon,  102 

Praxaspes,  reply  of,  to  Cambyses,  argu- 
ment from,  as  to  Astyages,  179,  271 

Price's  Persepolis  (see  Persepolis),  124 

Prideaux  reckons  seventy  years  of  service 
of  Babylon  from  first  of  Nebuchad- 
nezzar, 44  ;  obliged  to  deny  identity  of 
Mordecai  of  Ezra  ii.  and  of  Esther, 
59;  argues  that  Zoroaster  must  have 
lived  in  time  of  Darius  Hystaspes, 
117  ;  considers  the  dates  in  the  Latin 
copy  of  Judith  the  best,  271 

Priests  and  Levites,  list  of,  in  Nehemiah, 
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69;  high,  taccession  of,  tends  to  fix 
length  of  time  from  first  of  Coresch 
till  twentieth  of  Artaxerxes,  72  ;  high, 
three  successions  of,  recorded  between 
twentieth  of  Artaxerxes  and  Darius 
the  Persian,  77 ;  and  Levites  who  re- 
turned, sealed  the  covenant,  78 

Pritchard  places  Chaldseans  near  the 
source  of  Euphrates,  Tigris,  and 
Araxes  (see  Chaldiean),  105 

Promise  of  God  to  Jews  who  went  into 
captivity  confirms  author's  view,  78 

Prophecies  sometimes  fulfilled  in  short 
space  to  confirm  belief  in  those  more 
remote,  23 ;  of  Jeremiah,  seem  at  first 
sight  difficult  to  reconcile  with  accounts 
of  their  fulfilment,  44 ;  of  Isaiah, 
seventy  years  as  to  Tyre,  chap,  xxiii. 
15,  supposed  to  relate  to  Jewish  Cap- 
tivity, this  examined  and  disproved, 
50;  of  Daniel,  xi.  2,  so  fulfilled  by 
history,  that  Porphyry  said  it  was 
written  after  the  facts  ^  77  ;  relating  to 
overthrow  of  Babylon  examined,  297, 
307 ;  Dr.  Keith's  mode  of  quoting, 
illustrated  by  Isaiah,  xlv.  14,  p.  293 ; 
difference  in  interpretation  of,  as  to 
political  and  physical  changes,  295 

Prophecy  of  Dan.  x.-xii.  whole  character 
of,  altered  by  interpretation  of  days  or 
years,  435  ;  is  a  biographical  prophecy, 
436;  interpretation  of,  enforceid  and 
illustrated  by  Daniel  fasting,  437 ; 
historical  elucidation  of,  not  entered 
into  any,  why,  437 ;  seventy  weeks 
(see  Weeks,  Days,  Years),  of  Daniel, 
general  summary  of  author's  view  of, 
421 ;  various  interpretations  of,  causes 
of,  432,  433;  not  any  chronological, 
terminates  on  second  advent,  note, 
422 

Prophet,  sealing  of,  this  expression  ex- 
plained, Dan.  ix.  24,  p.  409 

Providence  of  God,  our  Lord's  beautiful 
illustration  of,  thoughts  on,  363 

Psalm,  eighty-seventh,  published,  Philo 
says,  in  course  of  six  years  following  the 
captivity  of  Jehoialam,  234 ;  eighty- 
eighth,  published,  he  says,  after  EvU- 
Merodach  delivered  him  from  prison, 
234 

Psamecherites,  212 

Psammetic,  a  name  of  a  person  on  Stela 
at  Florence  whose  age  determines  a 
space  in  chronology  (see  Florence),  210 

Psammeticus,  Rodophe  contemporary 
with,  and  not  with  Amosis,  author 
thinks,  186 ;  in  days  of,  Idanthirsus 
penetrated  to  border  of  Egypt,  186 ; 
father  of  Inarus,  in  reign  of,  Milesians 
landed  in  Egypt,  187 

Psammeticus  the  First,  fourth  king  of 
twenty-sixth  Egyptian  dynasty,  212 


Psammeticus  the  Second,  fifteen  year» 
given  by  Rosellini  instead  of  six  as  by 
Herodotus  and  Africanus,  210,  211 ; 
or  Psammuthes,  sixth  king  of  twenty- 
sixth  Egyptian  djrnasty,  212  (see 
Table),  282 

Psammeticus  the  Third,  Amosis  married 
daughter  of,  probably  sister  of  Inarus, 
187 

Psammeticus,  prsenomen  of,  found  in 
hierogl3rphics  on  vest  of  a  statue  in 
Vatican,  227 

Psammuthes  (see  Psammeticus) 

Ptolemy  tells,  in  his  Almegest,  his 
computations  were  made  by  Egyptian 
years,  220;  when,  relates  from  Hip- 
parchus  three  eclipses  at  Babylon,  adds 
archonate  and  month,  221 ;  shews  by 
these  Greek  dates  astronomers  did  not 
use  era  of  Nabonassar,  221 ;  gives  two 
observations  with  date  of  Chaldaean 
era  and  month,  and  reduces  them  to 
era  of  Nabonassar,  222 ;  probably 
constructed  skeleton  of  Astronomical 
Canon,  225 

Pul,  predecessor  of  Sennadberib,  as  given 
by  Polyhistor,  202,  204 

Punishment  denounced  against  Jerusalem 
for  adultery,  Ezek.  xxiii.  25,  p.  122; 
same  inflicted  on  Persia  for  similar 
crime,  122 

Purim,  said  by  Philo  to  be  instituted  by 
Joiakim  the  high-priest,  236 

Pythagoras  considered  the  cock  to  be 
dedicated  to  the  sun,  112  ;  contem- 
porary with  Jemsheed,  114  ;  effect  pro- 
duced on,  by  madness  of  Nebuchad- 
nezzar as  Gale  supposes,  120 ;  said,  by 
Valerius  Maximus  and  Lactantius,  to 
have  gone  from  Egypt  to  Persians, 
121 ;  facts  concerning,  shew  Babylon 
to  have  been  in  power  of  Persia,  121 ; 
is  said,  by  Eusebius,  to  have  heard  the 
Persian  Magi,  121 

Rabbi  Azarias  seems  only  to  have  known 
a  Latin  version  of  fragment  of  Megas- 
thenes,  240 

Rabmag,  chief  of  the  Magi,  111 ;  accom- 
panied Nebuchadnezzar  into  Jeciuakm, 
111 

Rag-Assar,  given  by  Megasthenes  as 
eleventh  king  of  Babylon,  reigned 
three  years,  237 ;  mentioned  by  Gantz 
as  succeeding  Evil-Merodach,  as  given 
by  some  chronologists,  240 

Reeds,  burning  of,  in  Babylon,  how  ap- 
plied by  Dr.  Keith,  objected  to  by 
author,  305 

Reformation  of  fire-worship  by  Zoroaster 
118,  120  (see  Zoroaster) 

Rehoboam,  time  from  reign  of,  to  Cap- 
tivity given  in  aggregate  and  detail, 
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6 ;  from,  defalcation  of,  390  years 
dated,  21,  22 ;  from  first  of,  to  last  of 
Zedekiah,  392  years,  274 

Reigns  of  kings  of  Judah,  how  regulated 
(see  Kings),  8 ;  of  Judah  and  Israel, 
threefold  division  of,  10,  11  ;  from 
first  of  Athaliah  to  sixth  of  Hezekiah, 
commensurate  with  the  space  from 
first  of  Jehu  to  ninth  of  Hosea,  second 
division,  12,  13 ;  from  seventh  of 
HezekiaJi  to  end  of  Zedekiah,  third 
division,  10 ;  in  Judah,  relation  of,  to 
years  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  28 ;  three 
last  in  Judah,  commencements  and 
terminations  to  be  fixed,  28 ;  nothing 
in  ancient  history  more  doubtful  than 
length  ascribed  to,  279 

Result  to  which  author  arrives,  from 
testimony.  Scriptural,  ancient,  and 
modem,  as  to  Chaldseans,  107 ;  first, 
originally  dwell  between  Black  and 
Caspian  Seas ;  second,  a  colony  of 
priests'  caste  probably  planted  at 
Babylon  by  Assyrians;  third,  Nabo- 
polassar,  with  army  of,  revolted  from 
Assjrria  and  seized  Babylon  shortly  be- 
fore the  Jewish  Captivity ;  fourth,  that 
they  were  an  ancient  people,  Abraham 
having  come  from  them;  fifth,  that 
Jews  did  not  know  their  language,  as 
Daniel  required  to  be  taught  it,  107, 
108 

Revolutions,  political,  predictions  with 
respect  to,  how  interpreted,  295 ;  in- 
terpretation differs  from  that  of  pre- 
diction of  physical  changes,  295  ;  phy- 
sical changes  may  proceed  gradually 
during,  295 ;  prediction  of,  may  have 
partial  fulfilment  in  one  event,  295  ; 
prediction  of,  may  have  a  complete 
fulfihnent  after,  295 

Rhodope  was  taken  to  Egypt,  accord- 
ing to  Herodotus,  185  ;  was  mistress 
to  Sappho's  brother,  according  to 
Strabo,  and  became  wife  of  a  king  of 
Egypt,  186 ;  wife  of  Psammeticus 
according  to  ^lian,  confirmed  by  syn- 
chronisms, 186 

Riblah,  after  return  from,  and  pride, 
and  defilement  of  temple,  Nebuchad- 
nezzar became  mad,  269 

Richardson  asserts  that  Gemshid  esta- 
blished the  Persian  era,  113;  in  his 
dissertations  remarks  on  feudal  system 
of  the  East,  163,  164 

Rings,  signet,  introduction  of,  attributed 
to  Jemsheed,  125 

Rode,  opinion  of,  as  to  Zoroaster,  117 

Romans,  rise,  progress,  and  power  of, 
against  Jews,  397,  398;  prophetical 
anticipation  of  Jews  concerning,  399 ; 
language  of  Gabriel,  Dan.  viii.  23, 
concerning,   corresponds  with    Deut. 


xxviii.  50,  p.  399;  will  continue  till 
after  restoration  of  Jerusalem  and 
Jews,  399 

Roman  Chronology  confused  by  inden- 
tification  of  Cyrus  of  Herodotus  with 
Coresch,  233 

Rosellini  deciphered  a  stela  at  Florence, 
evidence  from  (see  Florence),  210 ;  al- 
lows Necho  six  years,  too  short  a  space, 
reasons  to  shew  this,  210 ;  and  Jack- 
son reject  Ammeres  out  of  twenty-sixth 
dynasty,  211  ;  deciphers  hieroglyphic 
inscription  on  Cosseir  road,  227  ;  men- 
tions a  statue  in  Vatican  covered  with 
hieroglyphics,  227  ;  explains  Cambyses 
coming  after  Apries,  how,  227  ;  names 
on  Cossier  road  how  deciphered  by,  229 

Rosenmiiller,  evidence  of,  as  to  locality 
ofChaldseans,  104  ;  denies  that  Chaldee 
must  have  been  a  dialect  of  Medo- 
Persian  (see  Chaldseans),  109, 110 ;  but 
refers  to  authorities  which  prove  it, 
109,  110 ;  gives  instances  of  Scripture 
names  of  their  idols,  kings,  &c.  being 
Persian,  110;  extract  from,  on  ety- 
mology of  Magus,  Magian,  111 ;  says 
that  original  name  of  Cyrus,  Agradad 
was  probably  corrupted  from  Agar- 
dar-dad,  252  ;  says  Hebrews  abridged 
the  name  he  adopted,  Korshid,  to 
Coresch,  252 

Rupertus,  quoted  by  Strauchius  to  prove 
that  Darius  Nothus  was  the  Darius  of 
Ezra,  Haggai,  and  Zechariah,  89 

Saadiah,  quoted  by  Gill  as  to  interpre- 
tation of  Dan.  ii.  5,  8,  p.  139 

Sabbaths  of  the  land  explained,  5,  6; 
seventy,  of  desolation  commenced 
421st  year  after  destruction  of  temple, 
24  ;  did  not  commence  till  vine-dressers 
and  husbandmen  were  taken  away,  46 

Sabbath,  second  first,  considered,  Luke, 
vi.  1,  p.  366 ;  reason  why  St.  Luke 
specifies  the,  368 

Sabbatical  year,  that  before  destruction 
of  temple  was  (see  Year),  24  ;  year 
and  Jubilean  period  harmonised,  37, 
39 ;  year,  confirmation  of,  proved 
by  coincidences  of  two  periods,  37 ; 
years,  dates  of,  compared  with  Olym- 
piads and  consular  years,  312 ;  Jose- 
phus  agrees  with  dates  of,  saying  Jeru- 
salem was  taken  b.c.  37,  p.  314 

Sabseans,  prophecy  of,  Isaiah  Ixv.,  how 
applied  by  Dr.  Keith,  293 ;  clause  in 
prophecy  concerning,  suppressed  in 
application  of,  293 ;  therefore  erroneous 
application  of  prophecy  of,  to  Cyrus, 
293,  294  ;  prophecy  of,  yet  to  be  ful- 
fiUed,  294 

Sacee,  or  Massagetse,  destroyed  by  the 
Persian  generals,  1 13 ;   slaughter  of, 
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probably  same  as  slaying  son  of  Tomy- 
ris,  as  mentioned  by  Strabo,  268 

Sacea,  feast  of,  celebrated  in  Babylon  for 
five  days,  acconnt  of,  113 ;  not  Baby- 
lonish, but  Persian,  proved  in  several 
ways,  113,  114;  instituted,  according 
to  some,  by  Cyrus  to  commemorate 
slaughter  of  the  Sacse,  113;  Penian 
idols  worahipped  in,  and  not  Baby- 
lonian idol,  114 

Saites,  a  name  given  in  the  copies  of 
Manetho  to  twenty-sixth  dynasty  of 
Egjrpt,  188  ;  it  consisted  of  nine,  and 
Amosis  and  his  son  were  added  to 
them,  and  said  to  be  Saites,  188  (see 
Dynasties,  Amosis),  189 

Salamis,  date  of  battle  of,  B.C.  480,  called 
*'  best  authenticated  fad  in  history,'' 
279,  285  ;  Marathon  ten  years  before 
B.C.  490,  p.  280 

Salmanaser  identified  with  Nabonassar  in 
Ecclesiastical  Canon,  198 ;  reigned  in 
sixth  of  Hezekiah,  206,  214;  con- 
sidered by  author  as  the  smiter  alluded 
to  Isa.  xii.  29,  note,  298 

Salman-Assar,  third  king  of  the  Baby- 
lonians, as  given  by  Megasthenes, 
reigned  seventeeen  years,  237 

Salome  envied  and  calumniated  Alex- 
ander and  Aristobulus,  sons  of  Herod, 
319;  the  amours  of,  and  Sylleus  fell 
out  when  she  was  out  of  favour  with 
Herod,  321 

Samaritans,  sedition  among,  Pilate's  mis- 
conduct, sent  to  Rome  for  it,  337 

Sammuges,  probable  mistake  as  to  separ- 
ate or  joint  reign  with  his  brother,  204 

Sanballat,  mentioned  Neh.  xiii.  28,  con- 
temporary with  Alexander  the  Great,  89 

Sanctuary,  declaration  that,  should  be 
profaned,  B.C.  495  (Table),  283;  to 
be  cleansed,  by  author's  calculation, 
A.D.  1877,p.422 

Sandanes,  from  description  of,  Pereians 
couldnot  have  comefrom  Persepolis,  132 

Saracus,  king  of  Nineveh,  treacherously 
attacked  and  dethroned  by  Nabopo- 
lassar,  father  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  95 ; 
Nebuchadnezzar  said  to  have  succeeded 
to,  100 ;  same  as  Sardanapalus,  109 

Sardanapalus,  four  kings  so  designated  ; 
one  deposed  by  Nabonassar,  succeeded 
Achrazanes,  reigned  twenty  years,  274  ; 
from  first  of  Eupalmeus,  dll  last  of, 
246  years,  274 

Sardanapalus,  confounded,  as  Volney 
supposes,  with  Nabopolassar,  213; 
identified  by  Volney  and  Heeren  with 
Esarhaddon  (see  Esarhaddon),  215 ; 
also  by  Constantine  Manasses  with 
him,  but  confounded  with  Nebucho- 
donosor,  215 ;  identified  with  Isarin- 
dinus  (see  Isarindinus),  215  ;  also  with 


Nabopolassar,  in  whose  reign  the 
eclipse,  mentioned  by  Ptolemy,  oc- 
curred, 274  ;  from  comparing  Afri- 
canus  with  Polyhistor,  might  be  sup- 
posed Sennacherib,  note,  274  ;  division 
of  his  kingdom  said  by  Megasthenes 
to  be  between  Belochus  and  Arbaces, 
237 ;  killed  himself  by  leaping  into 
the  flames,  237 

Sardanapalus,  same  as  Saracus,  king  of 
Nineveh,  dethroned  by  Nabopolassar, 
father  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  109  ;  see 
note,  204 

Sardanapalus,  first  Chaldsean  king  of 
Babylon  so  called,  twenty-one  years' 
reign  assigned  to,  by  Polyhistor,  200, 
203 ;  sent  an  army  to  the  assistance  of 
Astyages  the  Mede,  203 ;  Eusebius 
says  that  Polyhistor  so  designated  the 
feither  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  but  doubt- 
ful, 204,  214  ;  identified  with  Basalos- 
sorus,  not  with  Nabopolassar  in  whose 
reign  eclipse  was  seen,  208 

Sardis  improved  by  Croesus,  so  as  to  be 
attractive  to  strangers,  166 ;  taken 
the  winter  following  the  overthrow  of 
Astyages,  166;  three  years  between 
first  mission  to  Oracle  and  capture  of, 
167 ;  capture  of,  fixed  by  Volney  to 
fourth  year  of  Cyrus,  by  Laurent  to 
second,  by  author  to  third,  168 ; 
Xerxes  advanced  to,  in  seventh  year  of 
his  reign,  273 ;  Xerxes  wintered  at,  the 
year  he  set  out  for  Greece,  B.C.  481, 
p.  280 

Sfu^s,  two  periods  of  time  of  Chaldsans 
composed  of  lunar  months,  222 ;  traces 
of,  plainly  discernible  on  table  of 
Ptolemy,  223 

Satuminus,  Consul,  B.C.  19,  second  or 
third  year  after  death  of  Marcellus, 
320 ;  president  of  Sjrria  appealed  to  by 
Herod  against  Trachonites,  322 ;  suc- 
ceeded by  Varus,  325 

Saulius  (see  Spargathetes) 

Savolini,  remark  of,  on  hieroglyphic  cha- 
racter in  Cartouche,  229  (note) 

Scaliger  asserts  Ahashverosh  to  be  the 
same  with  Oxyares,  79 ;  asserts  Artax- 
erxes,  in  whose  reign  Ezra  went  to 
Jerusalem,  was  Artaxerxes  Mnemon, 
and  why,  80 ;  quoted  by  Strauchius  to 
prove  his  statement  as  to  Darius  No- 
thus,  89;  list  of  kings  of  Babylon 
given  by,  246 ;  anonymous  Latin  frag- 
ment of,  attributes  thirty -three  years  to 
Darius  Hystaspes,  279  ;  gives  date  of 
death  of  Herod,  j.p.  4713,  p.  310, 
note ;  opinion  of,  as  to  length  of  our 
Lord's  ministry,  354;  interpretation 
of  seventy  weeks  of  Daniel,  424 ;  see 
also  432,  433 

Schlozer  says  Chaldaic  language  was  re- 
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lated  to  Persic,  Median,  Armenian,  and 
Kurdic,  110 

Sdioltx  rightly  applies  a  prophecy  to 
Jerusalem,  294 

Schroer  maintains  it  was  Nebuchadnezzar 
the  First  whose  first  year  synchronised 
with  fourth  of  Jehoiakim,  207 

Scott,  Ck>mmentator,  his  remark  on  names 
of  those  who  sealed  the  Coyenant,  73 ; 
Commentary,  error  of,  as  to  geogra- 
phical site  of  Babylon,  102 

Scripture,  internal  evidence  of,  arising 
from  inartificial  coincidences,  conclu- 
sive, 3 ;  names  of  kings  in,  similar  to 
those  in  profane  history,  79;  succession 
of  kings  in,  contrasted  with  canon  of 
Ptolemy,  90 ;  mentions  the  conquest 
of  Egypt  by  Nebuchadnezzar  (see 
Egjrpt),  134 ;  received  and  corrected 
text  of,  compared  with  canon,  as  to 
Hezekiah  and  Nebuchadnezzar,  207 ; 
received  and  corrected  text  of,  com- 
pared with  Canon  and  dynasties  of  Ma- 
netho,  213 ;  seventy-eight  years*  differ- 
ence between,  and  the  Canon,  213  ; 
gives  us  no  information  how  Co- 
resch  became  possessed  of  Babylon, 
265 ;  exactly  discriminates  nations  con- 
founded by  historians,  307 

Scythians,  or  Sacse,  massacred  in  drunken 
debauch  (see  Sacea),  113,  129 

Scythians,  irruption  of,  posterior  to 
eclipse  foretold  by  Thales,  167 

Sebaste,  built  by  Herod,  also  Antonia 
and  Csesarea,  315 

Sennacherib,  mentioned  by  Polyhistor, 
reigned  eighteen  years,  203, 206;  from, 
to  Nebuchadnessorus  (Nebuchadnezzar 
the  Second)  eighty-eight  years,  203 ; 
succeeded,  accordmg  to  Manasses,  by 
Nebuchodonosor,  215 ;  said,  by  Po- 
lyhistor, to  have  deposed  Elibus,  217 ; 
fourth  king  of  Babylon,  as  given  by 
Megasthenes,  reigned  seven  years,  237; 
from  fragments  of  Polyhistor  and  others 
one  might  think,  was  Sardanapalus, 
274,  note;  building  of  Tarsus  attri- 
buted to,  as  well  as  to  other,  274 ;  is 
probably  the  Assyrian  meant,  Isaiah, 
xiv.  25,  p.  298 ;  Babylon  and  Media 
were  subject  to  predecessor  of,  298 ; 
we  find  Babylon  not  under  dominion 
of,  Isai.  xxxix.  1,  p.  298 ;  but  he 
afterwards  conquered  it,  298 ;  consi- 
dered by  author  to  mean  cockatrice, 
Isai.  xiv.  29,  p.  298,  note 

Septuagint,  Aldine  edition  of,  adopted  by 
author,  11,  18;  Alexandrine  MS.  of, 
ascribes  twelve  years  to  reign  of  Amon, 
20 ;  asserted  by  Volney,  denied  by 
Mai,  20 ;  calls  Darius  the  Mede,  Ar- 
taxerxes,  240;  makes  golden  image  set 
up  in  eighteenth  of  Nebuchadnezzar, 


244,  269 ;  makes  him  have  vision  of 
the  tree  in  the  same  year,  269 ;   in 
Jer.  li.  32,  reeds  are  not  mentioned, 
306 
Seraiah,  one  of  the  great  men  who  re- 
tumeid  from  captivity,  69,  70;  first 
after  Nehemiah  who  sealed  the  Cove- 
nant in  twentietii  of  Artaxerxes  the 
Second,  70 
Seraiah,  high-priest,  slain  by  King  of  Ba- 
bylon, in  the  eleventh  of  Zedekiah,  72 
Seraiah,  chief  chamberlain,  sent  by  Zede- 
kiah to  Babylon,  in  his  fourth  year,  99 
Sermon  on  Mount,  Matt.  v.  vi.  vii.  same 
as  Luke,  vi.  20,  49,  p.  361 ;  season 
when,  preached,  365  ;  transposition  of, 
would  alter  date  of  crucifixion,  381, 
382 
Seventy  years  of  desolation  distinct  firom 

seventy  years'  service  of  Babylon,  47 
Seventy  seniors,  document  of,  83,  84 ; 
seventy  weeks,   terminus   a   quo  of, 
second  year  of  Darius  Nothus,  307 
Severus   Sulpitius,   quotation  from,   by 
Livelie,  to  identify  Darius  Nothus  with 
the  Darius  of  Ezra,  Haggai,  and  Za- 
chariah,  89 
Sextus  Aurelius,  390 
Seyawesh,  son  of  Ka'oos,  or  Nebuchad- 
nezzar the  Second,  same  as  Belshazzar 
(see  Belshazzar),  257 
Shadrach  rendered  by  Wintle   "  the  in- 
spiration of  the  sun,''  112 
Sheshack,   a  name  given   to    Babylon, 
derivation  of,  110;   perhaps  given  in 
allusion  to  proud  speech  of  Nebuchad- 
nezzar, note,  110 
Sign  given  by  God  to  Hezekiah  proved 

the  years  Sabbatical  and  Jubilean,  42 
Simson  adheres  to  the  opinion  of  Dion 

Cassius  as  to  Petronius,  347 
Simplicius  quotes  from  Porphyry  ancient 
observations    discovered    by    Callis- 
thenes,   224 ;    says   Callisthenes  sent 
them  to  Aristotle,  224 
So,  to  whom  Hoshea,  king  of  Israel,  sent 
messengers,  grandfather   of  Taracus, 
209 
Solinus,  the  grammarian,  opinion  of,  most 

probably  supporting  autiior's,  169 
Solomon,  chronology  of  Scripture  from, 

to  the  Captivity,  5,  6 
Solon  attracted  to  Sardis  by  greatness  of 

improvements  of  Croesus,  166 

Sosses,  Chaldsean  period  of  time,  the  tenth 

part  of  a  nere  (see  Nere  and  Sare),  223 

Spanheim  gives  Calvisius  as  authority 

for  the  length  of  our  Lord's  ministry, 

354 

Spargapithes,   Licus,   Grunus,    Saulius, 

progenitors  of  Idanthirsus,  178 
Sparrows,  thought  on  our  Lord's  illus- 
tration of.  Matt.  X.  29,  30,  p.  363 
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Sparta,  why  union  with,  preferred  to  thaJt 
of  Athens  by  Croesus,  169 

Stanley  supposes  Zoroaster  must  have 
lived  in  reign  of  Darius,  117;  tradition 
given  by,  of  reform  of  religion  by  Zo- 
roaster, 118 ;  says  Chaldsean  and  Per- 
sian Zoroaster  are  confounded,  119 ; 
misconceives  fact,  from  not  seeing  con- 
nexion between  Chaldseans  and  Per- 
sians, 119 

Stela  at  Florence,  evidence  from  (see 
Florence) 

Stephanites,  first  king  in  twenty-sixth 
dynasty  of  Egypt,  in  correcteid  list, 
212 ;  supposed  that  Syncellus  is  cor- 
rect in  giving  twenty-seven  years  to, 
212 

Stillingfleet,  opinion  of,  as  to  length  of 
our  Lord's  ministry,  354 

Strabo  states  that  ancient  Chalybaeans 
were  in  his  time  called  Chaldseans  (see 
Chaldseans),  105  ;  account  given  by, 
of  the  establishment  of  the  feast  of  the 
Sacea,  113, 185;  states  that  the  Caspii 
exposed  their  dead  to  dogs  and  vultures, 
122;  with  Diodorus  and  Amynthas, 
furnish  strong  testimony  that  Cyrus 
was  Nebuchadnezzar  the  First,  129 ; 
says  the  city  of  Zele  was  treated  as 
consecrated  to  Persian  gods,  132, 133 ; 
mentions  temple  of  Ma,  or  the  Moon, 
in  Comana,  dedicated  to  Bellona,  133 ; 
mentions  conquest  of  Egypt  by  Cam- 
byses,  not  by  Nebuchadnezzar,  135 ; 
mentions  the  tomb  of  Cyrus,  184  ;  says 
Rhodope  was  mistress  of  Sappho's 
brother,  186 ;  says  the  voyage  of  the 
Phoenicians  was  in  reign  of  Darius 
Hystaspes,  186;  says  MUesians  landed 
in  Egypt  in  reign  of  Psammeticus,  187 ; 
says  tiiey  subsequently  conquered  Ina- 
rus  (see  Inarus),  187;  ^lian,  Ctesias, 
or  Diodorus,  not  individually  more 
credible  than  Herodotus,  189;  testi- 
mony of,  in  conjunction  with  these, 
would  be  so,  189 ;  testimony  of,  with 
^lian,  Ctesias,  or  Diodorus,  compared 
with  Herodotus,  on  the  relations  be- 
tween Cambyses  and  the  Egyptian 
kings,  189 ;  opinion  of,  on  history  of 
the  Asiatic  nations,  191 ;  mentions 
Tearchon,  an  Ethiopian  prince,  who, 
he  says,  was  a  great  conqueror,  208 ; 
Tearchon  mentioned  by,  conjectured  by 
Usher  to  be  the  Terhakah  of  Scripture, 
208 ;  says  the  Cosseir  road  was  made 
in  the  time  of  Ptolemy  Philadelphus, 
229;  calls  Darius  Hystaspes  Longi- 
manus,  says  he  settled  the  tribute,  241 ; 
probably  means  slaying  of  son  of 
Tomyris,  when  speaking  of  slaughter 
of  Sacse,  268  ;  confirms  date  of  Juba's 
death,  336 ;  opinion  of,  as  to  govern- 


ment of  Petronhis  in  Egypt,  conclusion 
of  author  from,  346,  348 

Strauchius  argues,  in  his  Breviarium,  tliat 
the  Darius  of  Ezra  and  Haggai  is  Da- 
rius Nothus,  89 ;  cited,  354 

Stromata  of  Clement  evinces  him  un- 
acquainted with  the  Canon,  225 

Succession  of  kings  who  reigned  after 
conquest  over  Assyria,  79 

Succolii-benoth,  the  great  idol  of  the 
Babylonians,  114;  not  alluded  to 
amongst  all  the  gods  of  Nebuchad- 
nezzar, 114 

Suetonius  (see  320,  337,  339,  390) 

Suidas  confirms  the  fact  tiiat  the  cock 
was  dedicated  to  the  sun,  112;  cites 
Africanus  to  shew  that  Nebuchadnez- 
zar, called  Cambyses,  was  killed  by 
Judith,  127 ;  contradicts  Herodotus, 
and  says  that  darics  were  coined  first, 
not  by  Darius  Hystaspes,  but  another 
Darius  before  him,  180;  details  the 
nature  of  the  sare,  a  Chaldsean  period 
for  civil  usage,  222 ;  says  Thales  fore- 
told tiie  eclipse  which  happened  in  the 
days  of  Darius,  275 

Sulaiman,  fear  of,  made  Lohorasp  reside 
at  Balkh,  164 

Sulpitius  Severus,  interpretation  of  se- 
venty weeks,  agrees  with  TertuUian, 
424  ;  also  cited,  388,  433 

SyUeus,  amours  of,  witii  Salome,  fell  out 
when  she  was  out  of  favour,  321 ;  mar- 
riage of,  with  Salome,  broken  off,  pro- 
tected tiie  revolting  Trachonites,  322 ; 
went  to  Rome  to  plead  for  them,  in- 
censed Csesar  against  Herod,  323 

Syennesis,  king  of  Cilicia,  proves  prox- 
imity in  time  between  Astyages  and 
Darius  Hystaspes,  178 

Synarchies,  supposed  by  some  to  account 
for  apparent  discrepancies  in  chrono- 
logy, 7 ;  indicated  in  Amos  from  inter- 
pretation of  Usher,  Amos,  ii.  1»  p.  8 

Syncellus  quotes  Africanus  that  Cambyses 
was  Nebuchadnezzar,  127  ;  quotes 
ancient  Phoenician  histories  to  shew 
that  Nebuchadnezzar  conquered  Egypt, 
Phoenicia,  and  Sjrria,  134 ;  follows  Jose- 
phus  in  confounding  Artaxerxes  with 
Cyrus,  161;  canon  of,  cannot  be  adapted 
to  the  seventy  years*  captivity,  201 ;  not, 
therefore,  probably  been  tampered  with 
by  Jews  or  Christians,  201 ;  not  nearly 
so  accordant  witii  Scripture  as  that  of 
Theon  (see  Theon),  201 ;  gives,  from 
fifteenth  of  Hezekiah  to  first  oi  Nebu- 
chadnezzar the  Second,  sixty-one  years, 
202 ;  no  apparent  came  why  dianges 
should  have  been  made  in  (see  Canon 
Astronomical),  202 ;  two  years  added 
in,  probably  by  mistake,  and  why,  205 ; 
error  of,  supposed  by  author  to  be  in 
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reigns  of  Sammuges  and  his  brother, 
205 ;  gives  a  longer  period  than  old 
chronicle  to  twenty-sixth  dynasty  of 
Egypt,  209;  gives  twenty-seven  in- 
stead of  seven  years  to  Stephanites,  first 
king  of  that  dynasty,  212 ;  confounds, 
as  Volney  supposes,  Sardanapalus  with 
Nabopolassar,  213 ;  assumed  correct 
in  identity  of  a  Sardanapalus  with  him, 
to  try  chronology  of  eclipse,  215  ;  as- 
serts Nabopolassar  to  be  Sardanapalus, 
who  was  most  probably  Esarhaddon, 
216 ;  list  of  Median  kings  taken  from, 
239 ;  says  that  Darius  the  Mede  was 
called  Artaxerxes,  24 1 ;  says  thatXerxes 
was  Nebuchadnezzar,  author  supposes 
contemporary,  241 ;  says  Darius  the 
Mede  was  called  Astyages,  Assuerus, 
Nabennidus,  Artaxerxes,  and  Darius 
Assuerus,  that  Esther  was  in  his  reign, 
244;  several  confused  statements  from, 
244-245 ;  places  the  successful  revolt 
of  Amyrtseus  b.c.  404,  p.  265 ;  with 
Africanus,  Eusebius,  and  Constantine 
Manasses,  identifies  Darius  the  Mede 
with  Astyages,  275 
Syriac  or  Aramite  language  (see  Ara- 
mite) 

Tabari  says  the  captivity  of  Jews  took 
place  imder  Lohorasp,  157  ;  says  that 
Balkt-nassar  died  in  the  reign  of 
Behmen,  159 

Tacitus  quoted,  as  to  date  of  Juba's 
death,  336 ;  internal  evidence  as  to 
lengthened  reign  of  Tiberius,  390  ;  see 
also,  320,  326,  339,  391 

Talmon  supplies  part  of  evidence  as  to 
length  of  reigns  of  Coresch  and  Ar- 
taxerxes, 71 

Talmud,  in  Megillath  Esther ^  shews  that 
Mordecai  went  into  captivity,  61  ; 
statement  of,  as  to  the  proper  time  to 
marry,  72 

Tarakos,  reign  of,  computed  from  acces- 
sion of  Psammeticus,  agrees  with  the 
age  of  Tirhakah,  208 ;  offers  one 
fixed  point  to  compare  the  chrono- 
logies, 208 ;  space  between,  and  Necho, 
comparison  instituted  to  approximate, 
212 

Tarikh  Kapchak-Khane  says,  that  after 
the  fall  of  Bakhtanassar,  the  govern- 
ment of  Syria  was  committed  to  Co- 
resch (see  Kuresh),  159 

Tarikh  Montekheb,  the,  according  to 
Hales,  calls  Gudarz  Kuresh  or  Cyrus, 
130 ;  says  Pythagoras  lived  in  the 
reign  of  Jemsheed,  153  ;  says  Daniel 
was  contemporary  with  Lohorasp,  157 ; 
says  that  Ardschir  Bahaman  rebuilt 
Jerusalem  (see  Kuresh  andMerkhond), 
159 


Tarsus,  building  of,  attributed  to  Senna- 
cherib and  Sardanapalus,  274 

Tearchon,  conjectured  by  Usher  to  have 
been  the  Terhakah  of  Scripture,  208 

Temple,  after  destruction  of,  land  lay 
desolate  seventy  years,  5 ;  authorities 
as  to  the  time  between  foundation  and 
destruction  of,  collected  and  compared, 
27  ;  in  destruction  of,  God's  indigna- 
tion manifested,  47 ;  second,  built 
within  memory  of  some  who  saw  the 
first,  52 ;  facts  concerning,  identify 
Darius,  son  of  Ahasuerus,  as  Darius  of 
Ezra,  55  ;  foundation  of,  appointed  to 
be  laid  by  Coresch,  67 ;  decree  to 
stop  building  of,  could  not  have  been 
after  the  reign  of  second  Darius,  68  ; 
precise  time,  from  foundation  to  com- 
pletion, conjectured  by  author,  74  ; 
destroyed  by  Titus,  never  called  third, 
but  second,  by  Jews,  75  ;  only  re- 
paired, and  not  rebuilt,  by  Herod,  75 ; 
could  not  have  been  in  progress  during 
our  Lord's  ministry,  75  ;  supposed  by 
author  to  be  completed  in  sevCTtth, 
and  not  in  twentieth  year  of  Arta- 
xerxes, and  why,  76  ;  built,  as  Junius 
conjectures,  in  reign  of  Darius  Nothus, 
80 ;  time  of  desolation  of,  proclama- 
tion of  Coresch,  and  of  foundation  of, 
considered,  264;  founded  second  month 
B.C.  443,  one  year  after  proclamation  of 
Coresch  (see  Table),  289 ;  said  by  Jo- 
sephus  to  be  commenced  by  Herod  in 
his  eighteenth  year,  317 ;  probably 
repaired  by  him  in  twenty-eighth,  and 
not  in  eighteenth  year,  318 ;  command 
to  build,  was  given  by  God  through 
prophets,  401 ;  command  to  build, 
seems  self-  evident  from  words  of 
Gabriel,  402 ;  command  to  lay  foun- 
dation of,  by  Coresch,  first  year  of  his 
reign,  417  ;  command  to  beautify,  by 
Artaxerxes,  seventh  of  his  reign,  417  ; 
of  Anaites  (see  Anaites) ;  of  Bellona 
(see  Bellona)  ;  of  fire  -  worship  (see 
Fire-worship) 

Terminus  a  quo  of  the  seventy  weeks, 
second  year  of  Darius  Nothus,  307  ; 
inquiry  necessary  to  fix  this,  closed, 
307  ;  ad  quern  of  seven  and  sixty-two 
weeks  of  Daniel  commenced,  307 

Tertullian,  cited  by  Willet,  as  authofity, 
that  Darius  the  Mede  was  Darius  Hys- 
taspes,  85 ;  evidence  from,  cited  by 
Livelie  in  his  Chronology,  as  to  Darius 
Nothus,  88  ;  supposed  that  the  cap- 
tivity terminated  in  reign  of  Darius 
Nothus,  234  ;  interpretation  of  seventy 
weeks  of  Daniel,  424  ;  see  also,  389, 
391,  433 

Thales,  contemporary  with  Jemsheed, 
114,  115  ;  supposed  age  of,  when  he 
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foretold  the  eclipse,  167 ;  advanced 
age  of,  when  in  camp  of  Croesus,  167  ; 
statement  of,  from  Diogenes,  Laertius 
quoted  by  Volney,  note,  167  ;  counsel 
of,  saved  city  of  Miletus,  note,  167  ; 
foretold  eclipse,  which  happened  in  the 
reign  of  Darius,  275 

Thallus  and  four  others  fix  the  com- 
mencement of  Cyrus  in  Persia  in  first 
year  of  fifty-fifth  Olympiad,  231 

Theodotian  says  Nebuchadnezzar  set  up 
golden  image  in  eighteenth  year  of 
reign,  269  ;  says  he  had  the  vision  of 
the  tree  in  the  same  year,  269 

Theodoret  asserts  two  periods  of  seventy 
years,  spoken  of  by  prophets,  47  ; 
opinions  of,  as  to  the  d^cation  of  the 
golden  image  to  the  sun,  116 

Theophylact,  378 

Theopompus,  in  Strabo,  quoted  by  Des 
Vignolles,  as  to  authority  of  Herod- 
otus, 191 

Theon,  mathematician,  wrote  commentary 
on  works  of  Ptolemy,  flourished  close 
of  fourth  century,  note,  205  ;  says 
Ptolemy  was  author  of  second  part  of 
Canon,  from  death  of  Alexander  to 
that  of  Antoninus,  225  ;  copy  of  Canon 
firom,  perhaps  composed  by  Ammo- 
nius  of  Alexandria  (see  Canon),  226 

Thermopylae,  according  to  Herodotus, 
must  have  been  twelfth  year  after 
Marathon,  280 

Tholuck  on  Sermon  on  Mount,  Matthew, 
V.  vi.  vii.  identifies  it  with  Luke  vi. 
20-49,  p.  361 

Thomas  Aquinas,  386 

Thucydides  says  the  language  of  Darius, 
son  of  Ahasuerus,  was  Assyrian,  note, 
65  ;  gives  evidence  of  supreme  power 
having  been  Median  in  days  of  Darius 
Hystaspes,  86 ;  mode  of  referring  to 
Olympiads  illustrated  by  (see  Olym- 
piads), 231 

Tiberius  raised  to  the  tribunician  power, 
decided  to  go  to  Rhodes,  note,  320 ; 
Josephus  erroneously  refers  league  of 
PartMans  with  Vitellius  to  reign  of, 
337 ;  Josephus  makes  Philip  die  in 
twentieth  year  of — falsehood  of  this, 
337,  338 

Tillemont,  383 

Time,  the  specified,  in  vision  of  Daniel, 
viii.  13,  14,  p.  399 ;  complete,  and 
current,  distinction  between,  416 ; 
on  expressions  relative  to,  in  Daniel, 
435  ;  primary  importance  of  fixing,  to 
determine  prophecy  (see  Days,  Weeks, 
Years),  435 

Tlmseus  wrote  the  first  history,  digested 
by  Olympiads  b.c.  276  (see  Olym- 
piads), 230 

Tirhakah,  the  Ethiopian,  in  Scripture,  con- 


temporary with  Hezekiah,  206  ;  to  be 
identified  with  the  Teracos  of  Manetho, 
206,  208 

Titus,  destruction  of  Jerusalem  by,  sup- 
posed to  fulfil  forty  years  of  Ezekiel,  23 

Tizri,  in  thirteenth  of  Hezekiah,  com- 
menced seventh  Sabbadi,  and  on  four- 
teenth a  jubilee,  43 

Torayris,  queen  of  Scythians,  demanded 
in  marriage  by  Cyrus,  according  to 
Herodotus,  184 ;  waged  war  on  by 
him,  on  her  refusal,  184  ;  at  first  her 
son  killed  and  his  army  massacred 
when  drunk,  184  ;  subsequently  killed 
Cyrus  and  cut  off  his  head,  &c.  235  ; 
demanded  in  marriage  by  Darius, 
according  to  Trogus  Pompeius  and 
others,  184  ;  party  of,  said  to  have 
artfully  betrayed  Darius,  185  ;  avenged 
by  his  son  Artaxerxes  Assuerus,  185, 
235 ;  said  by  Philo  to  have  been  assisted 
by  Arphaxad,  235  ;  Cyrus,  or  Nebu- 
chadnezzar the  First,  and  Darius  went 
to  war  against,  268 ;  slaying  of  son  of, 
same  as  slaughter  of  Scythians  when 
drunk,  268 

Townsend  cited,  358 

Trachonites,  people  of,  revolt  from  Herod, 
322,  323 

Transfiguration,  turning  point  in  our 
Lord's  history,  372 

Tremelius  quoted,  to  prove  that  Mor- 
decai  went  into  captivity,  61 

Trebisond,  capital  of  country  called 
Chaldsea  by  Emperor  Constantine  Por- 
phyrogenitus  (see  Chaldseans),  105 

Tribes,  ten,  not  necessarily  called  House 
of  Israel,  to  exclusion  of  two  tribes, 
21  ;  engaged  in  insurrection  against 
Astyages,  proximity  of,  to  each  other, 
131 ;  locality  of  one,  leads  to  that  of 
all,  131 ;  details  concerning,  by  Herod- 
otus, bring  Persian  dominions  to  Chal- 
dsea,  131 

Tribute,  paying  the,  our  Lord's  answer 
on,  explained,  367  ;  when,  where,  and 
how,  collected,  374 

Trogus  Pompeius  says  that  Darius,  not 
Cyrus,  demanded  Tomyris  in  marriage, 
184  ;  says  that  Cyrus  took  Babylon 
before  he  conquered  Croesus,  226 

Tygranes  and  Cyrus  appointed  Darius 
king  over  Assyria  and  Babylon,  276 

Tyre,  besieged  by  Nebuchadnezzar  for 
thirteen  years,  according  to  Philostra- 
tus,  note,  93 

Ur  of  Chaldees  in  Mesopotamia,  two 
days'  journey  from  Nisibis,  according 
to  Bochart  and  Grotius,  marginal  note 
(see  Chaldseans),  104 

Usher  says  Herod  died  j.p.  4710,  note, 
310 ;   interpretation  of  seventy  weeks 
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of  Daniel,  430, 433 ;  his  interpretation 
of  Amos,  ii.  1,  p.  8 ;  supposes  Jehoia- 
kim's  reign  commenced  at  feast  of  ta- 
bernacles, 30 ;  conjectures  that  Tear- 
chon,  mentioned  by  Strabo,  is  the  Tir- 
hakah  of  Scripture,  208 ;  opinion  of, 
that  Xerxes  died  b.c.  474,  p.  281 

Uzziah,  interregnum  between,  and  Ama- 
ziah,  of  eleven  years,  supposed  by 
Ligfatfoot  and  Hales,  13 ;  which  is 
disproved  by  five  reasons  (see  Inter- 
regnum), 14,  15 

Uzzi,  age  of,  calculated  from  supposed 
marriages  of  his  father,  grandfather, 
and  great-grandfather,  72 

Valerius  Mazimus  affirms  that  Pytha> 
goras  went  A*om  Egypt  to  the  Persians, 
121 ;  also  that  he  gave  himself  to  the 
study  of  the  Magi,  121 ;  see  also  342 

Valois,  Henry  de,  follows  opinion  of 
Strabo,  as  to  Petronius  and  governors 
of  Egypt,  347 

Vaphries,  twenty-sixth  dynasty  of  Egypt, 
author  believes  stopped  with,  189 

Varus  succeeded  Satuminus  as  president 
of  Syria,  325  ;  was  president,  Josephus 
says,  when  Antipater  was  slain,  326 ; 
was  killed  in  Germany  five  years  before 
death  of  Augustus,  326  ;  three  coins 
of,  extant,  which,  from  their  date,  u.c. 
are  b.c.  6, 5,  and  4,  p.  326;  mild,  quiet, 
and  indolent,  but  became  rich  in  Syria, 
and  left  it  poor,  327 

Vatablus  quoted,  to  prove  that  Mordecai 
went  into  captivity,  61 

Veadar  possibly  not  intercalated  in  same 
year  in  Israel  as  in  Judah,  and  why, 
9 

Velleius  Paterculus  wrote  shortly  before 
fall  of  Sejanus,  is  worthy  of  attention, 
319 ;  various  extracts  from  work  of, 
note,  319-321 ;  character  of  Quintilius 
Varus  given  by,  327 ;  see  also  322, 
326,  390 

Ver,  a  city  corresponding  with  Babylon, 
built  by  Jemsheed,  116 

Vetustiora  Latinorum  Scriptorum  ascribe 
twelve  years  to  reign  of  Amon,  20 

Vision  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  time  of,  ascer- 
tained with  tolerable  certainty,  100; 
did  not  pass  away  from  his  mind,  as 
commonly  supposed,  139 ;  suppressed 
it  purposely  to  test  the  astrologers, 
139 

Visions  of  Daniel  (see  Daniel)  ;  fulfil- 
ment of  part  of,  establishes  certainty 
of  whole,  409 

Vitellius  sent  Pilate  to  Rome  for  mis- 
conduct, came  to  Jerusalem,  337  ;  de- 
posed Caiaphas,  fought  against  Par- 
thians,  in  consequence  of  letter  from 
Tiberius,   337 ;    league  between,  and 


Artabanes  confounded  by  Josephus, 
338 ;  commanded  to  assist  Herod  after 
his  defeat  by  Aretas,  339 

Vitringa,  opinion  of,  that  Xerxes  died 
B.C.  474,  also  of  Usher,  281 ;  this 
opinion  of,  lately  revived  by  Kriiger, 
Hengstenberg,  and  Bloomfield,  281 

Vives,  in  note  on  Augustine's  City  of 
God,  quotes  Bede  to  shew  that  Cam- 
byses  was  called  by  the  Jews  Nebu- 
chodonosor,  127 

Volney  shews  the  reign  of  Amon  to  have 
been  twelve  years,  not  two,  20 ;  testi- 
mony from,  to  identify  Darius  the 
Mede  and  Hystaspes,  83 ;  adopts  a 
mistake  of  Freret,  and  substitutes 
Cyaxares  for  Cyrus,  129 ;  acute  re- 
mark of,  on  book  of  Zoroaster,  133 ; 
chronological  arrangement  of,  quoted, 
167 ;  quotation  of  Diogenes  A*om,  as 
to  Tiiales,  note,  167  ;  argues  correctly 
the  lapse  of  three  years  between  mis- 
sion to  Oracle  and  capture  of  Sardis, 
167  ;  is  angry  with  Syncellus  for  con- 
founding, as  he  thinks,  Sardanapalus 
with  Naboponassar,  213 ;  good  rule 
prescribed  by,  in  tracing  events,  259  ; 
calculates  probable,date  of  eclipse  from 
texture  of  Herodotus,  278 

Volumnius,  one  of  the  150  assessors,  who 
tried  the  sons  of  Herod,  324 

Von  Bohlen  gives  derivation  of  Sheshack, 
110;  suggests  a  doubt  concerning  it, 
110;  says  Merodach-Baladin  is  derived 
from  Persic,  299 

Wall,  repair  of,  not  supposed  to  terminate 
seven  weeks,  why,  416 

Wall,  Dr.,  estimate  of  character  and  ta« 
lents  of  Archbishop  Magee,  427 

Wall  thinks  Baptist's  ministry  lasted 
considerable  time,  note,  353 

War,  history  of,  by  Josephus,  compared 
with  Antiquities  (see  Josephus),  318 

Weeks,  seventy,  terminus  a  quo  second 
year  of  Darius  Nothus,  307 ;  seven, 
and  sixty-two  of  Daniel,  terminus  ad 
quern  of,  considered,  307 ;  seven 
and  sixty-two,  term  of,  to  be  fixed  to 
crucifixion,  416 ;  seven,  fulfilled  in 
works  carried  out  by  Ezra  under  Ar- 
taxerxes,  416;  completion  of  temple 
and  separation  of  Israel,  to  pure  wor- 
ship fulfilled,  seventh,  417  ;  sixty  and 
two,  crucifixion  considered  in  relation 
to,  418 ;  one,  taken  in  regular  order, 
does  not  belong  to  seven  and  sixty  and 
two,  418 ;  seven,  sixty-two,  and  one, 
not  subdivisions  of  the  seventy,  419 ; 
one,  and  half,  explanation  of,  and  end 
of,  how  to  close,  420 ;  scheme  of  au- 
thor, summary  of,  421  ;  seventy,  of 
Daniel,    different-  interpretations    of, 
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423 ;  seventy,  some  terminate  with 
crucifixion,  some  with  destruction  of 
Jerusalem,  423 ;  various  interpreta- 
tions of,  by  different  authors  (see 
Daniel),  423-432 ;  termination  of,  how 
marked  by  clauses  of  Daniel,  ix.  24, 
pages  407, 408 ;  seventy,  all  the  events 
in  Daniel,  ix.  24,  transpired  in  the, 
410;  seventy,  in  verse  24,  and  seven 
and  sixty-two,  in  verse  25,  compared 
and  contrasted,  411;  seventy,  spring 
from  termination  of  seventy  years'  de- 
solations, 414  ;  seven  and  sixty-two, 
from  seventy  years  accomplished  on 
Babylon,  414  ;  seventy,  mark  time  for 
benefit  of  Messiah's  death  to  be  re- 
ceived or  rejected,  416 ;  sixty-two, 
mark  time  for  those  benefits  to  be 
wrought  out,  416 

Weeks,  seventy  of  Daniel,  Christians  wish 
to  extend  to  crucifixion,  309 ;  all 
Christians  consider  prophecy  of,  to 
have  been  fulfilled,  394 ;  prophecy  of, 
how  interpreted,  398 ;  seventy,  in  chap, 
ix.  21,  not  to  be  mixed  with  seven  and 
sixty -two,  V.  25,  p.  400 ;  terminus  a 
quo  clearly  from  first  of  Darius,  402, 
403;  rendering  of  chap.  ix.  24,  by 
Hengstenberg,  adopted  by  author,  403 ; 
rendering  of,  by  Mede,  similar,  and 
both  important,  404,  405  ;  how  to  be 
cut  off,  and  from  wliat  portion  of  time, 
404, 405 ;  sealing  of  transgression,  how 
explained,  405 ;  in  Daniel,  ix.  24,  an 
answer  to  question,  chap.  viii.  13, 
p.  407 

Weemse,  366 

Wells  cited,  354 

Wesseling  adheres  to  Dion  Cassius  in  his 
opinion  as  to  Petronius,  347 

Whitby  cited,  354 

Whiston  makes  our  Lord's  ministry 
last  five  passovers,  354  ;  cited,  342, 
355 

Willet  argues  that  the  seventy  years 
began  with  Jeconiah's  captivity,  45 ; 
authorities  cited  by,  as  to  Paul's  third 
visit  to  Jerusalem,  386 ;  with  Calvin, 
maintains  seventy  weeks  began  when 
seventy  years  end,  425 ;  see  also 
391-413  ;  gives  the  second  of  Nebu- 
chadnezzar (Dan.  ii.)  as  twelfth  of  his 
reign,  99 ;  counts  it  the  second  from 
time  Daniel  first  stood  before  the  king, 
99 

Wilkinson,  Sir  G.,  says  Amosis  married 
daughter  of  Psammeticus  the  Third, 
187,  228 ;  says  that  Amosis  is  de- 
signated tributary  king  or  viceroy  in 
the  hieroglyphics,  188;  much  struck 
with  reverence  of  Egyptians  for  Darius 
Hystaspes,  271 

Winer,  testimony  of,  that  Chaldee  lan- 


guage was  derived  fit>m  Indo-Ger- 
manic  language,  109,  110;  proves,  by 
referring  to  names  of  kings  and  gods 
in  Old  Testament,  109 ;  says  name  of 
Merodach-Baladin  was  dsmed  frt>m 
Persic,  299 

Xenophon  found  a  people  called  Chal- 
dseans  at  foot  of  Cmndish  mountains, 
104  ;  never,  in  Cyropaedia  or  Anabasis, 
calls  people  of  Babylon  Chaldseans, 
104  ;  calls  people  Chaldaeans  who  in- 
habit the  Caucasus  at  source  of  Eu- 
phrates, Tigris,  tiie  Araxes,  and  Cyrus, 
104 ;  probably  most  accurate,  as  his 
arrangement  is  adhered  to  by  those  who 
followed  (see  Chaldieans),  104 ;  in- 
stances in  which,  probably  more  correct 
than  Herodotus,  251;  says  Cyrus,  when 
ruling  Medes,  subverted  the  Assyrians, 
268 ;  so  seems  to  shew  combinations 
of  Medes  and  Chaldaeans  against  As- 
syria, 268 ;  mentions  the  Sacs  ac- 
knowledged power  of  Cyrus,  268; 
followers  of,  consider  Cyaxares  to  be 
Darius  the  Mede,  275  ;  extracts  from, 
how  applied  to  prophecy  by  Dr.  Keith, 
292;  quoted  by  Dr.  Keidi,  in  Com- 
mentary on  Isaiah,  xlv.  14,  p.  293; 
under  authority  of,  Persians  much  more 
important  than  Medes,  297  ;  quoted  to 
prove  that  Medes  disregard^  riches, 
297  ;  meaning  of,  seems  quite  contrary 
to  that,  297 ;  contradicts  application 
of  Isaiah,  xxi.  2,  to  Cyrus  (see  Appen. 
p.  192  a),  300 ;  describes,  it  is  said,  de- 
struction of  Belshazzar  by  Cyrus,  300 ; 
Belshazzar's  feast  does  not  correspond, 
author  thinks,  with  festival  described 
by,  300 

Xephelin  quoted,  320 

Xerxes  identical  with  Ahashverosh,  as- 
serted by  Broughton,  Gill,  and  ScaUger, 
79 ;  identified  with  Ahasuerus,  by  four 
reasons,  86  ;  person,  as  described  by 
Herodotus,  agrees  with  Gushtasp,  158; 
name  of,  found  in  hieroglyphical  tablet 
on  Cosseir  road  (see  Hieroglyphics), 
227 ;  ssdd  by  Syncellus  to  be  Nebu- 
chadnezzar, 241 ;  of  Ctesias,  compared 
with  Darius  of  Herodotus,  shews  a 
difference  of  one  generation,  253; 
feast  in  third  of,  might  have  been  to 
celebrate  reduction  of  Egypt,  280; 
died,  as  Usher  and  Vitringa  thought, 
B.C.  474,  this  opinion  revived,  and  by 
whom,  281 ;  if  Ahasuerus  was,  must 
have  reigned  thirteen  years,  and  com- 
menced reign  b.c.  486,  p.  281 ;  the 
second,  succeeded  Artaxerxes,  reigned 
two  or  three  months,  68 ;  spoken  of 
by  Suidas  with  Darius  as  sons  of  Hys- 
taspes, 276 ;  with  Persian  Kai  before 
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it,  corresponds  with  Cyaxares,  son  of 
Ast3rage8,  276 

Year,  second  of  Nebnchadnezzar  (Dan. 
ii.  1),  Chrysostom  8a3r8  is  twelfth,  for 
if  thiree  passed  after  the  conquest  of  the 
town,  and  it  was  taken  in  ninth,  this 
must  be  twelfth,  99 

Years,  ecclesiastical,  commence  from 
month  Abib,  9 ;  of  Israel,  not  regular, 
probable  cause  of,  9 ;  390  of  Ezekiel, 
counted  from  revolt  of  Rehoboam,  22 ; 
forty,  of  Ezekiel,  refers  to  destruction 
of  Jerusalem  forty  years  after  John 
the  Baptist's  ministry,  23 ;  of  error 
and  compensation  in  calculating  reigns 
of  Amaziah  and  Amon,  25 ;  thirtieth, 
mentioned  Ezek.  i.  1,  was  thirtieth 
from  previous  Jubilee,  35  ;  fourth  men- 
tioned Jer.  xxviii.  1,  dated  from 
Sabbatil  preceding,  36 ;  tenth  of  Zede- 
kiah  proved  to  be  a  Sabbatical  year, 
37 ;  of  Cbaldsean  kings  commenced 
about  January,  282;  Sabbatical  and 
Jubilean  commenced  about  middle  of 
September,  282  ;  seventy,  two  periods 
of,  shewn  in  the  Chronology,  400 ;  one 
period,  service  of  Babylon,  other  deso- 
lation of  Jerusalem,  400 ;  of  desola- 
tion terminated  with  first  of  Darius 
Nothus,  400 ;  termination  of  each,  a 
fresh  epoch,  400 ;  2300,  portion  from 
which  seventy  weeks  is  cut  oflf,  404 ; 
2300,  denotes  whole  period  of  vision 
till  sanctuary  be  cleansed,  407  ;  each 
termination  of  seventy,  commences 
another  prophetic  period,  414  ;  general 
summary  of  author's  scheme  of,  421 ; 
application  of  scheme  of,  to  unfiilfilled 
prophecy,  422 

Young  deciphers  hieroglyphic  inscrip- 
tion on  Cosseir  road,  227 

Zand  religion,  earliest  trace  of,  in  Greek 
writers,  is  of  Hostanes,  companion  of 
Xerxes,  note,  117  ;  in,  name  of  legis- 
lator of  Persians,  original  and  changes 
of,  117 ;  books,  prayers  in,  similar  to 
inscriptions  on  bricks  at  Babylon,  125 

Zariader  (see  story  of  Athenseus),  148 

Zaradusht  (see  Zoroaster) 

Zechariah,  passage  from,  vindicated  and 
explained  by  author,  56 

Zechariah  succeeded  his  father  Jeroboam, 
no  interregnum  between  them,  15 

Zedekiah,  fourth  year  of,  taken  as  guide 
to  fix  the  second  of  Nebuchadnezzar, 
Dan.  ii.  1,  p.  99 ;  sent  Seraiah  on  a 
mission  in  that  year  to  Babylon,  99 ; 
fourth  of,  corresponds  with  part  of  ele- 
venth and  twelfth  of  Nebuchadnezzar, 
99 ;  mission  sent  by,  probably  necessary 
from  some  event  which  gave  a  fresh 
epoch  from  which  Nebuchadnezzar  was 


to  date  his  reign,  99;  sent  in  fourth 
year  of  reign  probably  to  do  fealty  to 
Nebuchadnezzar,  269 ;  from  first  of 
Eupalmeus  to  last  of,  500  years,  274 ; 
from  first  of  Rehoboam  to  last  of, 
392  years,  274 ;  from  first  of  David 
to  last  of,  472  years,  274 ;  reign  of, 
began  fifth  month  of  fourth  year  from 
the  Sabbath  b.c.  504  (see  Table),  283 ; 
sent  to  Babylon  in  fourth  year  of  his 
reign,  b.c.  500,  p.  283 ;  ninth  year  of, 
tenth  month,  Jerusalem  besieged, 
283 ;  tenth  year  of,  corresponds  with 
eighteenth  of  Nebuchadnezzar  the 
First,  284 ;  ceased  to  reign  in  fourth 
month  and  nineteenth  of  Nebuchad- 
nezzar, 284 

Zedekiah,  reign  of,  precisely  stated  as  to 
exact  time  of  commencement,  9 ;  first 
year  of,  connumerary  with  eighth  of 
Nebuchadnezzar,  31 ;  precise  time  of 
commencement  of  reign  proved  by  Jer. 
xxviii.  1,  p.  31 ;  seventy  years  of  de- 
solation, commenced  at  end  of  his 
reign,  47 

Zele,  city  where  the  temple  of  Anai'tis 
stood  (see  Anai'tis),  132 

Zenodorus,  in  country  of,  a  temple  built 
to  Csesar  by  Herod,  316 

Zendavesta,  tile,  states  that  the  city  of 
Ver  was  built  by  Jemsheed,  116 

Zereer  (see  story  of  Merkhond)  148 

Zerubbabel  returned  from  captivity  with 
Mordecai,  63 ;  statements  from  Philo 
concerning,  imder  name  of  Berachias 
(see  Berachias),  235 ;  commanded  to 
build  temple,  by  Haggai  and  Zechariah, 
401 

Zohak,  Persian,  story  alluded  to,  148 ; 
an  important  personage  in  Persian 
history,  255  ;  dream  of,  fulfilled  in  his 
overthrow,  255 ;  is  styled  Azhdahak 
by  Moses  of  Cherone  and  Tabari,  255  ; 
story  of,  exactly  same  as  that  of  Aha- 
suerus,  witii  whom  he  is  identified,  255  ; 
father  of,  was  Murdds,  query,  was  he 
same  as  Smerdis  of  Herodotus,  note, 
255 

Zopyrus,  story  of,  destitute  of  all  pro- 
bability, 269;  what  Herodotus  says 
of,  Ctesias  says  of  Megabyzus,  270; 
statement  of  Joseph  ben  Gorion  as  to 
Belshazzar  seems  to  correspond  with 
story  of,  300 ;  was  given  Babylon,  if 
Darius  the  Mede  was  Darius  Hystaspes, 
307 

Zoroaster,  disciples  of,  Megh  or Mehestan, 
a  general  name  for.  111;  Nebuchad- 
nezzar a  follower  of.  111,  121 ;  con- 
sidered by  Hyde  and  Kleuker  as  con- 
temporary with  Darius  Hystaspes,  117; 
so  that  laws  of,  were  promulgated 
under  empire  of  Persians,  117  ;  carried 
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bj  some  back  to  Medes  and  Cjaxares 
the  First,  seventy  years  before  Cyrus, 
117  ;  considered  still  more  ancient, 
i.e,  before  the  Assyrian  monarchy  by 
Rode,  117;  from  confusion  in  chro- 
nolo^  and  history,  probably  mistakes 
concerning,  117 ;  was  instructed  by 
one  of  the  disciples  of  Jeremiah,  118  ; 
ascertained  coming  of  some  one  like 
Moses,  118;  occasion  and  manner  of 
reformation  of  religion  by,  118;  ap- 
propriates to  himself  the  facts  and 
miracles  of  Scripture,  note,  118  ;  con- 
jectured by  Prideaux  to  have  been 
some  crafty  Jew,  119 ;  perhaps  taught 
the  truth,  which  was  afterwards  cor- 
rupted, 119 ;  the  Chaldsean  and  Persian 
supposed  to  be  two  individuals,  and 


why,  119 ;  gave  out  that  he  was  son  of 
God,  and  why,  1 19 ;  called  by  Plato 
son  of  Oromases,  119;  Oromases, 
name  given  to  God  by,  as  Plutarch 
shews,  119 ;  reform  of  fire-worship  by, 
occurred  before  sixteenth  year  of  Ne- 
buchadnezzar, 120 ;  and  this  accounts 
for  the  chief  of  the  Magi  accompany- 
ing Nebuchadnezzar,  120 ;  until  re- 
formation of,  burning  not  uncommon 
punishment  with  Persians,  note,  120 ; 
reformation  of,  had  been  introduced 
before  conquest  of  Egypt  by  Nebu- 
chadnezzar, 120 ;  theatre  of  his  actions 
pointed  out  by  a  remark  of  Volney's 
on  latitude  of,  133 
Zurdust,  or  Zoroaster  (see  Zoroaster) 
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